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PEEFACE. 


The  following  Lectures  on  Metaphysics  constitute  the  first  portion 
of  the  Biennial  Course  which  the  lamented  Author  was  in  the  habit 
of  delivering  during  the  period  of  his  occupation  of  the  Chair  of 
Logic  and  Metaphysics,  in  the  University  of  Edinburgh.  The  Lec- 
tures on  Logic,  which  were  delivered  in  the  alternate  years,  will 
follow  as  soon  as  they  can  be  prepared  for  publication. 

In  giving  these  Lectures  to  the  world,  it  is  due,  both  to  the  Author 
and  to  his  readers,  to  acknowledge  that  they  do  not  appear  in  that 
state  of  completeness  which  might  have  been  expected,  had  they  been 
prepared  for  publication  by  the  Author  himself.  As  Lectures  on 
Metaphysics,  —  whether  that  term  be  taken  in  its  wider  or  its  stricter 
sense,  —  they  are  confessedly  imperfect.  The  Author  himself,  adopting 
the  Kantian  division  of  the  mental  faculties  into  those  of  Knowledge, 
Feeling,  and  Conation,  considers  the  Philosophy  of  Mind  as  compre- 
hending, in  relation  to  each  of  these,  the  three  great  subdivisions  of 
Psychology,  or  the  Science  of  the  Phenomena  of  Mind ;  Nomology, 
or  the  Science  of  its  Laws ;  and  Ontology,  or  the  Science  of  Results 
and  Inferences.1  The  term  Metaphysics,  in  its  strictest  sense,  is 
synonymous  with  the  last  of  these  subdivisions;  while,  in  its  widest 
sense,  it  may  be  regarded  as  including  the  first  also, — the  second 


1  See  below,  Lecture  vil.,  p  86  *t  atq. 
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being,  in  practice  at  least,  if  not  in  scientific  accuracy,  usually  dis- 
tributed among  other  departments  of  Philosophy.  The  following 
Lectures  cannot  be  considered  as  embracing  the  whole  province  of 
Metaphysics  in  either  of  the  above  senses.  Among  the  Phaenomena 
of  Mind,  the  Cognitive  Faculties  are  discussed  fully  and  satisfactorily ; 
those  of  Feeling  are  treated  with  less  detail ;  those  of  Conation  receive 
scarcely  any  special  consideration ;  while  the  questions  of  Ontology,  or 
Metaphysics  proper,  are  touched  upon  only  incidentally.  The  omission 
of  any  special  discussion  of  this  last  branch  may  perhaps  be  justified 
by  its  abstruse  character,  and  unsuitableness  for  a  course  of  elementary 
instruction ;  but  it  is  especially  to  be  regretted,  both  on  account  of  the 
general  neglect  of  this  branch  of  study  by  the  entire  school  of  Scottish 
philosophers,  and  also  on  account  of  the  eminent  qualifications  which 
the  Author  possessed  for  supplying  this  acknowledged  deficiency.  A 
treatise  on  Ontology  from  the  pen  of  Sir  William  Hamilton,  embodying 
the  final  results  of  the  Philosophy  of  the  Conditioned,  would  have 
been  a  boon  to  the  philosophical  world  such  as  probably  no  writer 
now  living  is  capable  of  conferring. 

The  circumstances  under  which  these  Lectures  were  written  must 
also  be  taken  into  account  in  estimating  their  character,  both  as  a 
specimen  of  the  Author's  powers,  and  as  a  contribution  to  philo- 
sophical literature. 

Sir  William  Hamilton  was  elected  to  the  Chair  of  Logic  and 
Metaphysics  in  July,  1836.  In  the  interval  between  his  appointment 
and  the  commencement  of  the  College  Session  (November  of  the 
same  year),  the  Author  was  assiduously  occupied  in  making  prepara- 
tion for  discharging  the  duties  of  his  office.  The  principal  part  of 
those  duties  consisted,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  University,  in 
the  delivery  of  a  Course  of  Lectures  on  the  subjects  assigned  to  the 
chair.  On  his  appointment  to  the  Professorship,  Sir  William  Hamilton 
experienced  considerable  difficulty  in  deciding  on  the  character  of  the 
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course  of  Lectures  on  Philosophy,  which,  while  doing  justice  to  the 
subject,  Would  at  the  same  time  meet  the  wants  of  his  auditors,  who 
were  ordinarily  composed  of  comparatively  young  students,  in  the 
second  year  of  their  university  curriculum.  The  Author  of  the  articles 
on  Cousin's  Philosophy?  on  Perception?  and  on  Logic?  had  already 
given  ample  proof  of  those  speculative  accomplishments,  and  that 
profound  philosophical  learning,  which,  in  Britain  at  least,  were  con- 
joined in  an  equal  degree  by  no  other  man  of  his  time.  But  those 
very  qualities  which  placed  him  in  the  front  rank  of  speculative 
thinkers,  joined  to  his  love  of  precision  and  system,  and  his  lofty 
ideal  of  philosophical  composition,  served  but  to  make  him  the  more 
keenly  alive  to  the  requirements  of  his  subject,  and  to  the  difficulties 
that  lay  in  the  way  of  combining  elementary  instruction  in  Philosophy 
with  the  adequate  discussion  of  its  topics.  Hence,  although  even  .at 
this  period  his  methodized  stores  of  learning  were  ample  and  pertinent, 
the  opening  of  the  College  Session  found  him  still  reading  and  reflecting, 
and  unsatisfied  with  even  the  small  portion  of  matter  which  he  had 
been  able  to  commit  to  writing.  His  first  Course  of  Lectures  (Meta- 
physical) .thus  fell  to  be  written  during  the  currency  of  the  Session 
(1836-7).  The  Author  was  in  the  habit  of  delivering  three  Lectures 
each  week ;  and  each  Lecture  was  usually  written  on  the  day,  or,  more 
properly,  on  the  evening  and  night,  preceding  its  delivery.  The  Course 
of  Metaphysics,  as  it  is  now  given  to  the  world,  is  the  result  of  this 
nightly  toil,  unremittingly  sustained  for  a  period  of  five  months. 
These  Lectures  were  thus  designed  solely  for  a  temporary  purpose  — 
the  use  of  the  Author's  own  classes;  they  were,  moreover,  always 
regarded  by  the  Author  himself  as  defective  as  a  complete  Course  of 
Metaphysics ;  and  they  never  were  revised  by  him  with  any  view  to 
publication,  and  this  chiefly  for  the  reason  that  he  intended  to  make 
use  of  various  portions  of  them  which  had  not  been  incorporated  in 

1  Eftintwrgk  frfrVjo.  1829.  *  Ibid.,  1830.  *  Ibid.,  1888. 
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his  other  writings,  in  the  promised  Supplementary  Dissertations  to 
Reid\s  Work*,  —  a  design  which  his  failing  health  did  not  permit 
him  to  complete. 

The  Lectures  on  Logic  were  not  composed  until  the  following  Session 
(1837-8).  This  Course  was  also,  in  great  part,  written  during  the 
currency  of  the  Session. 

These  circumstances  will  account  for  the  repetition,  in  some  places, 
of  portions  of  the  Author's  previously  published  writings,  and  for  the 
numerous  and  extensive  quotations  from  other  writers,  which  are  inter- 
spersed throughout  the  present  Course.  Most  of  these  have  been 
ascertained  by  references  furnished  by  the  Author  himself,  either  in 
the  manuscript  of  the  present  Lectures,  or  in  his  Common  Place  Book. 
The^e  quotations,  while  they  detract  in  some  degree  from  the  originality 
of  the  work,  can,  however,  hardly  be  considered  as  lessening  its  value. 
Many  of  the  authors  quoted  are  but  little  known  in  this  country ;  and 
the  extracts  from  their  writings  will,  to  the  majority  of  readers,  have 
all  the  novelty  of  original  remarks.  They  also  exhibit,  in  a  remarkable 
degree,  the  Author's  singular  power  of  appreciating  and  making  use 
of  every  available  hint  scattered  through  those  obscurer  regions  of 
thought,  through  which  his  extensive  reading  conducted  him.  No 
part  of  Sir  William  Hamilton's  writings  more  completely  verifies  the 
remark  of  his  American  critic,  Mr.  Tyler:  "There  seems  to  be  not 
even  a  random  thought  of  any  value,  which  has  been  dropped  along 
any,  even  obscure,  path  of  mental  activity,  in  any  age  or  country,  that 
hi9  diligence  has  not  recovered,  his  sagacity  appreciated,  and  his  judg- 
ment husbanded  in  the  stores  of  his  knowledge/'1  Very  frequently, 
indeed,  the  thought  which  the  Author  selects  and  makes  his  own, 
acquires  its  value  and  significance  in  the  very  process  of  selection; 


1   Princeton  Rerieie,  October,  1866.     This      of  Philosophy  in  the  Past  and  in  the  Future. 
article  has  since  been  republished  with  the      Philadelphia,  1S5& 
Author's  name,  in  his  E#say  on  the  Progress 
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and  the  contribution  is  more  enriched  than  the  adopter;  for  what,  in 
another,  is  but  a  passing  reflection,  seen  in  a  faint  light,  isolated  and 
fruitless,  often  rises,  in  the  hands  of  Sir  William  Hamilton,  to  the  rank 
of  a  great,  permanent,  and  luminous  principle,  receives  its  appropriate 
place  in  the  order  of  truths  to  which  it  belongs,  and  proves,  in  many 
instances,  a  centre  of  radiation  over  a  wide  expanse  of  the  field  of 
human  knowledge. 

The  present  volume  may  also  appear  to  some  disadvantage  on  account 
of  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed  between  its  composition  and 
its  publication.  Other  writings,  particularly  the  Dissertations  appended 
to  Reid's  Works,1  and  part  of  the  new  matter  in  the  Discussions,  though 
earlier  in  point  of  publication,  contain  later  and  more  mature  phases 
of  the  Author's  thought,  on  some  of  the  questions  discussed  in  the 
following  pages.  Much  that  would  have  been  new  to  English  readers 
twenty  years  ago,  has,  subsequently,  in  a  great  measure  by  the  instru- 
mentality of  the  Author  himself,  become  well  known ;  and  the  familiar 
expositions  designed  for  the  oral  instruction  of  beginners  in  philos- 
ophy,  have  been  eclipsed  by  those  profounder  reflections  which  have 
been  published  for  the  deliberate  study  of  the  philosophical  world  at 
large. 

But,  when  all  these  deductions  have  been  made,  the  work  before  us 
will  still  remain  a  noble  monument  of  the  Author's  philosophical 
genius  and  learning.  In  many  respects,  indeed,  it  is  qualified  to 
become  more  popular  than  any  of  his  other  publications.  The  very 
necessity  which  the  Author  was  under,  of  adapting  his  observations, 
in  some  degree,  to  the  needs  and  attainments  of  his  hearej-s,  has  also 
fitted  them  for  the  instruction  and  gratification  of  a  wide  circle  of 
general  readers,  who  would  have  less  relish  for  the  severer  style  in 
which  some  of  his  later  thoughts  are  conveyed.    The  present  Lectures, 

i  The  foot-notes  to  Reid  were,  for  the  moet  part,  written  nearly  contemporaneously  with 
the  present  Lectures. 
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if  in  depth  and  exactness  of  thought  they  are,  for  the  most  part,  not 
equal  to  the  Dissertations  on  Reid,  or  to  some  portions  of  the  Discus- 
sions, possess  attractions  of  their  own,  which  will  probably  recommend 
them  to  a  more  numerous  class  of  admirers;  while  they  retain,  in  no 
small  degree,  the  ample  learning  and  philosophical  acumen  which  are 
identified  with  the  Author's  previous  reputation. 

Apart,  however,  from  considerations  of  their  intrinsic  value,  these 
Lectures  possess  a  high  academical  and  historical  interest.  For  twenty 
years,  —  from  1836  to  1856,  —  the  Courses  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics 
were  the  means  through  which  Sir  William  Hamilton  sought  to  disci- 
pline and  imbue  with  his  philosophical  opinions,  the  numerous  youth 
who  gathered  from  Scotland  and  other  countries  to  his  class-room; 
and  while,  by  these  prelections,  the  Author  supplemented,  developed, 
and  moulded  the  National  Philosophy,  —  leaving  thereon  the  inefface- 
able impress  of  his  genius  and  learning,  —  he,  at  the  same  time  and 
by  the  same  means,  exercised  over  the  intellects  and  feelings  of  his 
pupils  an  influence  which,  for  depth,  intensity,  and  elevation,  was 
certainly  never  surpassed  by  that  of  any  philosophical  instructor. 
Among  his  pupils  there  are  not  a  few  who,  having  lived  for  a  season 
under  the  constraining  power  of  his  intellect,  and  been  led  to  reflect 
on  those  great  questions  regarding  the  character,  origin,  and  bounds 
of  human  knowledge,  which  his  teachings  stirred  and  quickened,  bear 
the  memory  of  their  beloved  and  revered  Instructor  inseparably  blended 
with  what  is  highest  in  their  present  intellectual  life,  as  well  as  in 
their  practical  aims  and  aspirations. 

The  Editors,  in  offering  these  Lectures  to  the  public,  are,  therefore, 
encouraged  to  express  their  belief,  that  they  will  not  be  found  unworthy 
of  the  illustrious  name  which  they  bear.  In  the  discharge  of  their 
own  duties  as  annotators,  the  Editors  have  thought  it  due  to  the  fame 
of  the  Author,  to  leave  his  opinions  to  be  judged  entirely  by  their  own 
merits,  without  the   accompaniment  of  criticisms,  concurrent  or  dis- 


PREFACE.  XI 

sentient.  For  the  same  reason,  they  have  abstained  from  noticing 
such  criticisms  as  have  appeared  on  those  portions  of  the  work  which 
have  already  been  published  in  other  forms.  Their  own  annotations 
are,  for  the  most  part,  confined  to  occasional  explanations  and  verifi- 
cations of  the  numerous  references  and  allusions  scattered  through  the 
text     The  notes  fall,  as  will  be  observed,  into  three  classes: 

L  Original;  notes  printed  from  the  manuscript  of  the  present 
Lectures.  These  appear  without  any  distinctive  mark.  Mere  Jottings 
or  Memoranda  by  the  Author,  made  on  the  manuscript,  are  generally 
marked  as  such.  To  these  are  also  added  a  few  Oral  Interpolations 
of  the  Author,  made  in  the  course  of  reading  the  Lectures,  which 
have  been  recovered  from  the  note-books  of  students. 

II.  Supplied;  notes  extracted  or  compiled  by  the  Editors  from  the 
Author's  Common  Place  Book  and  fragmentary  papers.  These  are 
enclosed  in  square  brackets,  and  are  without  signature. 

m.  Editorial;  notes  added  by  the  Editors.  These  always  bear 
the  signature  "Ed."  When  added  as  supplementary  to  the  original 
or  supplied  notes,  they  are  generally  enclosed  in  square  brackets, 
besides  having  the  usual  signature. 

The  Editors  have  been  at  pains  to  trace  and  examine  the  notes 
of  the  first  and  second  classes  with  much  care;  and  have  succeeded 
in  discovering  the  authorities  referred  to,  with  very  few  and  insignificant 
exceptions.  The  Editors  trust  that  the  Original  and  Supplied  Notes 
may  prove  of  service  to  students  of  Philosophy,  as  indications  of  sources 
of  philosophical  opinions,  which,  in  many  cases,  are  but  little,  if  at  all, 
known  in  this  country. 

The  Appendix  embraces  a  few  papers,  chiefly  fragmentary,  'which 
appeared  to  the  Editors  to  be  deserving  of  publication.  Several  of 
these  are  fragments  of  discussions  which  the  Author  had  written  with 
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a  view  to  the  Memoir  of  Mr.  Dugald  Stewart,  on  the  editorship  of 
whose  works  he  was  engaged  at  the  period  of  his  death.  They  thus 
possess  the  melancholy  interest  which  attaches  to  the  latest  of  his 
compositions*  To  these  philosophical  fragments  have  been  added  a 
few  papers  on  physiological  subjects.  These  consist  of  an  extract  from 
the  Author's  Lectures  on  Phrenology,  and  communications  made  by 
him  to  various  medical  publications.  Apart  from  the  value  of  their 
results,  these  physiological  investigations  serve  to  exhibit,  in  a  depart* 
ment  of  inquiry  foreign  to  the  class  of  subjects  with  which  the  mind 
of  the  Author  was  ordinarily  occupied,  that  habit  of  careful,  accurate, 
and  unsparing  research,  by  which  Sir  William  Hamilton  was  so  emi- 
nently characterized. 
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LECTUKES  ON  METAPHYSICS. 


LECTURE    I. 

PHILOSOPHY—ITS  ABSOLUTE  UTILITY, 
(a.)    subjective. 

Gentlemen  —  In  the  commencement  of  a  coarse  of  instruction 
in  any  department  of  knowledge,  it  is  usual,  be- 

PniLoeoPHY:  fore  entering  on  the  regular  consideration  of  the 

^^neflta  and  plea-  subject,  to  premise  a  general  survey  of  the  more 
important  advantages  which  it  affords,  and  this 
with  the  view  of  animating  the  student  to  a  higher  assiduity,  by 
holding  up  to  him,  in  prospect,  some  at  least  of  those  benefits  and 
pleasures  which  he  may  promise  to  himself  in  reward  of  his  ex- 
ertions. 

And  if  such  a  preparation  be  found  expedient  for  other  branches 
of  study,  it  is,  I  think,  peculiarly  requisite  in  Phil- 

The  exhibition  of  osophy,  —  Philosophy  Proper,*—  the  Science  of 
requkitl/  ****  "  7  Mind.  For,  in  the  first  place,  the  most  import- 
ant advantages  to  be  derived  from  the  cultiva- 
tion of  philosophy,  are  not,  in  themselves,  direct,  palpable,  obtru- 
sive :  they  are,  therefore,  of  their  own  nature,  peculiarly  liable  to 
be  overlooked  or  disparaged  by  the  world  at  large;  because  to 
estimate  them  at  their  proper  value  requires  in  the  judge  more  than 
a  vulgar  complement  of  information  and  intelligence.  But,  in  the 
second  place,  the  many  are  not  simply  by  negative  incompetence 
disqualified  for  an  opinion  f  they  are,  moreover,  by  positive  error, 
at  once  rendered  incapable  of  judging  right ;  and  yet,  by  positive 
error,  encouraged  to  a  decision.  For  there  are  at  present  afloat, 
and  in  very  general  acceptation,  certain  superficial  misconceptions 
in  regard  to  the  end  and  objects  of  education,  which  render  the 
popular  opinion  of  the  comparative  importance  of  its  different 
branches,  not  merely  false,  but  precisely  the  reverse  of  truth ;  the 
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studies  which,  in  reality,  are  of  the  highest  value  as  a  mean  of  intel- 
lectual development,  being  those  which,  on  the  vulgar  standard  of 
utility,  are  at  the  very  bottom  of  the  scale ;  while  those  which,  in 
the  nomenclature  of  the  multitude,  are  emphatically,  —  distinc- 
tively, denominated  the  Useful,  are  precisely  those  which,  in  relation 
to  the  great  ends  of  liberal  education,  possess  the  least,  and  least 
general,  utility. 

In  considering  the  utility  of  a  branch  of  knowledge,  it  behooves 
us,  in  the  first  place,  to  estimate  its  value  as 
utility  of  a  bnneh  viewed  simply  in  itself;  and,  in  the  second,  its 
of  knowledge  of  two  value  as  viewed  in  relation  to  other  branches, 
lute  and  Relative.  Considered  in  itself  a  science  is  valuable  in  pro- 

portion as  its  cultivation  is  immediately  condu- 
cive to  the  mental  improvement  of  the  cultivator.  This  may  be 
called  its  Absolute  utility.  In  relation  to  others,  a  science  is  valu- 
able in  prop6rtion  as  its  study  is  necessary  for  the  prosecution  of 
other  branches  of  knowledge.  This  may  be  called  its  Relative 
utility.  In  this  latter  point  of  view,  that  is  as  relatively  useful, 
I  cannot  at  present  enter  upon  the  value  of  Philosophy,  —  I  cannot 
attempt  to  show  how  it  supplies  either  the  materials  or  the  rules 
to  all  the  sciences ;  and  how,  in  particular,  its  study  is  of  impor- 
tance to  the  Lawyer,  the  Physician,  and,  above  all,  to  the  Theolo- 
gian.    All  this  I  must  for  the  present  pass  by. 

In  the  former  point  of  view,  that  is,  considered  absolutely,  or  in 
itself,  the  philosophy  of  mind  comprises  two  sev- 

Abeoioto  utility  of  era|  utilities,  according  as  it,  1°,  Cultivates  the 
^JToyZ*v±"*  mind  or  knowing  subject,  by  calling  its  faculties 
into  exercise ;  and,  2°,  Furnishes  the  mind  with 
a  certain  complement  of  truths  or  objects  of  knowledge.  The 
former  of  these  constitutes  its  Subjective,  the  latter  its  Objective 
utility.  These  utilities  are  not  the  same,  nor  do  they  even  stand 
to  each  other  in  any  necessary  proportion.  As  the  special  consid- 
eration of  both  is  more  than  I  can  compass  iu  the  present  Lecture, 
I  am  constrained  to  limit  myself  to  one  alone ;  and  as  the  subject- 
ive utility  is  that  which  has  usually  been  overlooked,  though  not 
assuredly  of  the  two  the  less  important,  while  at  the  same  time  its 
exposition  affords  in  part  the  rationale  of  the  method  of  instruc- 
tion which  I  have  adopted,  I  shall  at  present  only  attempt  an  illus- 
tration of  the  advantages  afforded  by  the  Philosophy  of  Mind, 
regarded  as  the  study  which,  of  all  others,  best  cultivates  the  mind 
or  subject  of  knowledge,  by  supplying  to  its  higher  faculties  the 
occasions  of  their  most  vigorous,  and  therefore  their  most  improving, 
exercise. 
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There  are  few,  I  believe,  disposed  to  question  the  speculative  dig- 
Fracacai  utility  of  nif 7  °f  mental  science ;  but  its  practical  utility 
Philosophy.  i8  not  unfrequently  denied.   To  what,  it  is  asked, 

is  the  science  of  mind  conducive?    What  are  its  uses? 

I  am  not  one  of  those  who  think  that  the  importance  of  a  study 
is  sufficiently  established  when  its  dignity  is  admitted ;  for,  holding 
that  knowledge  is  for  the  sake  of  man,  and  not  man  for  the  sake  of 
knowledge,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  vindicate  its  value,  that 
every  science  should  be  able  to  show  what  are  the  advantages  which 
it  promises  to  confer  upon  its  student.  I,  therefore,  profess  myself 
a  utilitarian ;  and  it  is  only  on  the  special  ground  of  its  utility 
that  I  would  claim  for  the  philosophy  of  mind,  what  I  regard  as 
its  peculiar  and  preeminent  importance.     But 

Ttwi  TTnfftil 

what  is  a  utilitarian  ?  Simply  one  who  prefers 
the  Useful  to  the  Useless  —  and  who  does  not?  But  what  is  the 
useful?  That  which  is  prized,  not  on  its  own  account,  but  as  con* 
ducive  to  the  acquisition  of  something  else,  —  the  useful  is,  in  short, 
only  another  word  for  a  mean  towards  an  end ;  for  every  mean  is 
useful,  and  whatever  is  useful  is  a  mean.  Now  the  value  of  a  mean 
is  always  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  its  end;  and  the  useful 
being  a  mean,  it  follows,  that,  of  two  utilities,  the  one  which  con- 
duces to  the  more  valuable  end  will  be  itself  the  more  valuable 
utility. 

So  far  there  is  no  difference  of  opinion.  All  agree  that  the 
useful  is  a  mean  towards  an  end ;  and  that,  cmteris  paribus,  a 
mean  towards  a  higher  end  constitutes  a  higher  utility  than  a  mean 
towards  a  lower.  The  only  dispute  that  has  arisen,  or  can  pos- 
sibly arise,  in  regard  to  the  utility  of  means  (supposing  always  their 
relative  efficiency),  is  founded  on  the  various  views  that  may  be 
entertained  in  regard  to  the  existence  and  comparative  impor- 
tance of  ends. 

Now  the  various  opinions  which  prevail  concerning  the  com- 
parative utility  of  human  sciences  and  studies, 
Two  errors  in  the      have  all  arisen  from  two  errors.1 
tbTcompa^ti^utiL  ^e  **rst  °^ tnese  consists  in  viewing  man,  not 

ty  of  human  science*.  as  an  end  unto  himself,  but  merely  as  a  mean  or- 
ganized for  the  sake  of  something  out  of  himself; 
and,  under  this  partial  view  of  human  destination,  those  branches  of 
knowledge  obtain  exclusively  the  name  of  useful,  which  tend  to  qual- 
ify a  human  being  to  act  the  lowly  part  of  a  dexterous  instrument. 

1  With  the  following  observations  may  be  education,  in  his  article  on  the  study  of  math- 
compared  the  author's  remarks  on  the  die-  ematlos,  Edinburgh  Review,  vol.  lxii.,  p.  409, 
tincUon  between  a  liberal  and  a  professional     reprinted  in  bis  Discussions,  p.  268.— Ed. 
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The  second,  and  the  more  dangerous  of  these  errors,  consists  in 
regarding  the  cultivation  of  our  faculties  as  subordinate  to  the 
acquisition  of  knowledge,  instead  of  regarding  the  possession  of 
knowledge  as  subordinate  to  the  cultivation  of  our  faculties ;  and,  in 
consequence  of  this  error,  those  sciences  which  afford  a  greater 
number  of  more  certain  facts,  have  been  deemed  superior  in  utility 
to  those  which  bestow  a  higher  cultivation  on  the  higher  faculties 
of  the  mind. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  errors,  the  fallacy  is  so  palpable,  that  we 
may  well  wonder  at  its  prevalence.  It  is  mani- 
hirodf:  an  end  lmto  fest,  indeed,  that  man,  in  so  far  as  he  is  a  mean 
for  the  glory  of  God,  must  be  an  end  unto  him- 
self for  it  is  only  in  the  accomplishment  of  his  own  perfection, 
that,  as  a  creature,  he  can  manifest  the  glory  of  his  Creator. 
Though  therefore  man,  by  relation  to  God,  be  but  a  mean,  for  that 
very  reason,  in  relation  to  all  else  is  he  an  end.  Wherefore,  now 
speaking  of  him  exclusively  in  his  natural  capacity*  and  temporal 
relations,  I  say  it  is  manifest  that  man  is  by  nature  necessarily  an 
end  to  himself, —  that  his  perfection  and  happiness  constitute  the 
goal  of  his  activity,  to  which  he  tends,  and  ought  to  tend,  when 
not  diverted  from  this,  his  general  and  native  destination,  by  pecu- 
liar and  accidental  circumstances.  But  it  is  equally  evident,  that, 
under  the  condition  of  society,  individual  men  are,  for  the  most 
part,  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  actually  so  diverted.  To  live,  the 
individual  must  have  the  means  of  living ;  and  these  means,  (unless 
he  already  possess  them,)  he  must  procure, — he  must  purchase. 
But  purchase  with  what  ?  With  his  services,  i.  e.  —  he  must  reduce 
himself  to  an  instrument,  —  an  instrument  of  utility  to  others,  and 
the  services  of  this  instrument  he  must  barter  for  those  means  of 
subsistence  of  which  he  is  in  want.  In  other  words,  he  must  exer- 
cise some  trade,  calling,  or  profession. 

Thus,  in  the  actualities  of  social  life,  each  man,  instead  of  being 
solely  an  end  to  himself,  —  instead  of  being  able  to  make  everything 
subordinate  to  that  full  and  harmonious  development  of  his  indivi- 
dual faculties,  in  which  his  full  perfection  and  his  true  happiness 
consist,  — is,  in  general,  compelled  to  degrade  himself  into  the  mean 
or  instrument  towards  the  accomplishment  of  some  end,  external 
to  himself  and  for  the  benefit  of  others. 

Now  the  perfection  of  man  as  an  end,  and  the  perfection  of 
man  as  a  mean  or  instrument,  are  not  only  not 


the  same,  they  are,  in  reality,  generally  opposed, 


liberal  and  profea- 

And  as  these  two  perfections  are  different,  so  the 
training  requisite  for  their  acquisition  is  not  identical,  and  has,  ac- 
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cordingly,  been  distinguished  by  different  names.  The  one  is  styled 
Libera],  the  other  Professional  education,  —  the  branches  of  knowl- 
edge cultivated  for  these  purposes  being  called  respectively  liberal  and 
professional,  or  liberal  and  lucrative,  sciences.  By  the  Germans,  the 
latter  are  usually  distinguished  as  the  BrodwissenscJiaften,  which 
we  may  translate,  The  Bread  and  Butter  Sciences}  A  few  of  the 
professions,  indeed,  as  requiring  a  higher  development  of  the  higher 
faculties  and  involving,  therefore,  a  greater  or  less  amount  of  liberal 
education,  have  obtained  the  name  of  liberal  professions.  We 
must,  however,  recollect  that  this  is  only  an  accidental  and  a  very 
partial  exception.  But  though  the  full  and  harmonious  develop- 
ment of  our  faculties  be  the  high  and  natural  destination  of  all, 
while  the  cultivation  of  any  professional  dexterity  is  only  a  contin- 
gency, though  a  contingency  incumbent  upon  most,  it  has,  however, 
happened  that  the  paramount  and  universal  end  of  man,  —  of  man 
absolutely,  —  has  been  often  ignorantly  lost  sight  of,  and  the  term 
useful  appropriated  exclusively  to  those  acquirements  which  have  a 
value  only  to  man  considered  in  his  relative,  lower,  and  accidental 
character  of  an  instrument.  But,  because  some  have  thus  been  led 
to  appropriate  the  name  of  useful  to  those  studies  and  objects 
of  knowledge,  which  are  conducive  to  the  inferior  end,  it  assuredly 

does  not  follow  that  those  conducive  to  the 
MiamppUcatJon  higher  have  not  a  far  preferable  title  to  the  name 

thus  curiously  denied  to  them.  Even  admit- 
ting, therefore,  that  the  study  of  mind  is  of  no  immediate  advan- 
tage in  preparing  the  student  for  many  of  the  subordinate  parts  in 
the  mechanism  of  society,  its  utility  cannot,  on  that  account,  be 
called  in  question,  unless  it  be  asserted  that  man  u  liveth  by  bread 
alone,''  and  has  no  higher  destination  than  that  of  the  calling  by 
which  he  earns  his  subsistence. 

The  second  error  to  which  I  have  adverted,  reverses  the  relative 

subordination  of  knowledge  and  of  intellectual 
m^^Ztivl^'      cultivation.    In  refutation  of  this,  I  shall  attempt 

briefly  to  show,  firstly,  that  knowledge  and  in- 
tellectual cultivation  are  not  identical;  secondly,  that  knowledge 
is  itself  principally  valuable  as  a  mean  of  intellectual  cultivation ; 
and,  lastly,  that  intellectual  cultivation  is  more  directly  and  effec- 
tually accomplished  by  the  study  of  mind  than  by  any  other  of  our 
rational  pursuits. 

But  to  prevent  misapprehension,  I  may  premise  what  I  mean  by 
knowledge,  and  what  by  intellectual  cultivation.  By  knowledge  is 
understood  the  mere  possession  of  truths ;  by  intellectual  cultiva- 

1  Sobelling,  YorUsungen  ttfer  die  Mltthodt  des  Aeademisehm  Studiuin,  p.  67.  —  Kd. 
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tion,  or  intellectual  development,   the   power,  acquired   through 
exercise  by  the  higher  faculties,  of  a  more  varied,  vigorous  and  pro- 
tracted activity. 
In  the  first  place,  then,  it  will  be  requisite,  I  conceive,  to  say 
but  little  to  show  that  knowledge  and  intellec- 

Not  identical.  ° 

tual  development  are  not  only  not  the  same, 
but  stand  in  no  necessary  proportion  to  each  other.  This  as  manifest 
if  we  consider  the  very  different  conditions  under  which  these  two 
qualities  are  acquired.  The  one  condition  under  which  all  powers, 
and  consequently  the  intellectual  faculties,  are  developed,  is  exercise. 
The  more  intense  and  continuous  the  exercise,  the  more  vigorously 
developed  will  be  the  power. 

But  a  certain  quantity  of  knowledge, — in  other  words,  a  certain 
amount  of  possessed  truths, — does  not  suppose,  as  its  condition,  a 
corresponding  sum  of  intellectual  exercise.     One  truth  requires 
much,  another  truth  requires  little,  effort  in  acquisition ;  and,  while 
the  original  discovery  of  a  truth  evolves  perhaps  a  maximum  of 
the  highest  quality  of  energy,  the  subsequent  learning  of  that  truth 
elicits  probably  but  a  minimum  of  the  very  lowest. 
But,  as  it  is  evident  that  the  possession  of  truths,  and  the  devel- 
opment of  the  mind  in  which  they  are  deposited, 
is  trntfi  or  mental      ^q  not  identical,  I  proceed,  in  the  second  place, 
exero        e  rope  or      to  8now  that,  considered  as  ends,  and  in  relation 
to  each  other,  the  knowledge  of  truths  is  not  su- 
preme, but  subordinate  to  the  cultivation  of  the  knowing  mind.   The 
question — Is  Truth,  or  is  the  Mental  Exercise  in  the  pursuit  of  truth, 
the  superior  end  ? — this  is  perhaps  the  most  curious  theoretical,  and 
certainly  the  most  important  practical,  problem  in  the  whole  com- 
pass of  philosophy.    For,  according  to  the  solution  at  which  we  ar- 
rive, must  we  accord  the  higher  or  the  lower  rank  to  certain  great 
departments  of  study ;  and,  what  is  of  more  importance,  the  char- 
acter of  its  solution,  as  it  determines  the  aim,  regulates  from  first 
to  last  the  method,  which  an  enlightened  science  of  education  must 
adopt. 
But,  however  curious  and  important,  this  question  has  never,  in 
so  far  as  I  am  aware,  been  regularly  discussed. 
Popular  solution  of       N      whftt  is  tffl  more  remarfcable,  the  erroneous 

this  question.  J 

alternative  has  been  very  generally  assumed  as 
true.  The  consequence  of  this  has  been,  that  sciences  of  far  infe- 
rior, have  been  elevated  above  sciences  of  far  superior,  utility ;  while 
education  has  been  systematically  distorted, — though  truth  and 
nature  have  occasionally  burst  the  shackles  which  a  perverse  theory 
had  imposed.    The  reason  of  this  is  sufficiently  obvious.     At  first 
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sights  it  seems  even  absurd  to  doubt  that  truth  is  more  valuable  than 
its  pursuit ;  for  is  this  not  to  say  that  the  end  is  less  important  than 
the  mean  ? — and  on  this  superficial  view  is  the  prevalent  misappre- 
hension founded.  A  slight  consideration  will,  however,  expose  the 
fallacy. 

Knowledge  is  either  practical  or  speculative.    In  practical  knowl- 
edge it  is  evident  that  truth  is  not  the  ultimate 

Pra^cal knowledge;        en(j.   ^  ^  ^^   ca8^  knowledge   is,    CX   liypo- 

thesi,  for  the  sake  of  application.  The  knowledge 

of  a  moral,  of  a  political,  of  a  religious  truth,  is  of  value  only  as  it 

affords  the  preliminary  or  condition  of  its  exercise. 

In  speculative  knowledge,  on  the  other  hand,  there  may  indeed, 

_  at  first  sight,  seem  greater  difficulty;  but  fur- 

The  end  ox  spectus^ 

tire  knowledge.  tner  reflection  will  prove  that  speculative  truth 

is  only  pursued,  and  is  only  held  of  value,  for  the 
sake  of  intellectual  activity :  "  Sordet  cognita  Veritas "  is  a  shrewd 
aphorism  of  Seneca.  A  truth,  once  known,  falls  into  comparative 
insignificance.  It  is  now  prized,  less  on  its  own  account  than  as 
opening  up  new  ways  to  new  activity,  new  suspense,  new  hopes, 
new  discoveries,  new  self-gratulation.  Every  votary  of  science  is 
wilfully  ignorant  of  a  thousand  established  facts,  —  of  a  thousand 
which  he  might  make  his  own  more  easily  than  he  could  attempt  the 
discovery  of  even  one.  But  it  is  not  knowledge,  —  it  is  not  truth,  — 
that  he  principally  seeks ;  he  seeks  the  exercise  of  his  faculties  and 
feelings ;  and,  as  in  following  after  the  one  he  exerts  a  greater  amount 
of  pleasurable  energy  than  in  taking  formal  possession  of  the  thou- 
sand, he  disdains  the  certainty  of  the  many,  and  prefers  the  chances 
of  the  one.  Accordingly,  the  sciences  always  studied  with  keenest 
interest  are  those  in  a  state  of  progress  and  uncertainty ;  absolute 
certainty  and  absolute  completion  would  be  the  paralysis  of  any 
study ;  and  the  last  worst  calamity  that  could  befall  man,  as  he  is  at 
present  constituted,  would  be  that  full  and  final  possession  of  specu- 
lative truth,  which  he  now  vainly  anticipates  as  the  consummation 
of  his  intellectual  happiness. 

"Quaesivlt  ccelo  lucem,  ingemuitquo  reperta."! 

But  what  is  true  of  science  is  true,  indeed,  of  all  human  ac- 
tivity. tt  In  life,"  as  the  great  Pascal  observes,  "  we  always  believe 
that  we  are  seeking  repose,  while,  in  reality,  all  that  we  ever  seek 
is  agitation."  *    When  Pyrrhus  proposed  to  subdue  a  part  of  the 

1  Virgil,  JS*.  It.  602.  —Ed.  ed.  Faugere) :  "  I  la  oroient  chercher  slncere- 

2  tons**,  partle  i.  art.  vii.  *  1,  (vol.  ii.  p.  84,      meut  le  repoa,  et  ne  obercheut  en  effet  que 
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world,  and  then  to  enjoy  rest  among  his  friends,  he  believed  that 
what  he  sought  was  possession,  not  pursuit ;  and  Alexander  assur- 
edly did  not  foresee  that  the  conquest  of  one  world  would  only 
leave  him  to  weep  for  another  world  to  conquer.  It  is  ever  the 
contest  that  pleases  us,  and  not  the  victory.  Thus  it  is  in  play; 
thus  it  is  in  hunting ;  thus  it  is  in  the  search  of  truth  ;x  thus  it  is 
in  life.  The  past  does  not  interest,  the  present  does  not  satisfy,  the 
future  alone  is  the  object  which  engages  us. 

"  (Nnllo  votorum  fine  beati) 
Vlcturos  agimus  semper,  nee  vivlmus  unquam."  * 

"  Man  never  1b,  but  always  to  be,  blest."  a 

The  question,  I  said,  has  never  been  regularly  discussed,  —  prob- 
ably because  it  lay  in  too  narrow  a  compass; 
hiiaio  ben  ^ut  n0  Pn^0SOPner  appears  to  have  ever  seri- 

ously proposed  it  to  himself,  who  did  not  re- 
solve it  in  contradiction  to  the  ordinary  opinion.  A  contradiction 
of  this  opinion  is  even  involved  in  the  very  term  Philosophy; 
and  the  man  who  first  declared  that  he  was  not  a  o-cx^o?,  or  pos- 
sessor, but  a  ^iXdoro^os,4  or  seeker  of  truth,  at  once  enounced  the 
true  end  of  human  speculation,  and  embodied  it  in  a  significant 
name.  Under  the  same  conviction  Plato  defines  man  "  the  hunter 
of  truth,"*  for  science  is  a  chase,  and  in  a  chase  the  pursuit  is 
always  of  greater  value  than  the  game. 

"  Our  hopes,  like  towering  falcons,  aim 
At  objects  in  an  airy  height, 
But  all  the  pleasure  of  the  game 
Is  afar  off  to  view  the  flight."  * 

"The  intellect,"  says  Aristotle,  in  one  passage,  "is  perfected, 
not  by  knowledge  but  by  activity;"'  and  in  another,  "The  arts 

l'agitation."    "Le  oonsell  qu'on  donnait  a  W.  Hamilton,  howerer,  probably  meant  Soc- 

Pyrrhus,  de  prendre  le  repot  qu'il  allalt  cher-  rates.    8ee  lecture  III.,  p.  47. — Ed. 

cher  par  tant  de  fatigue*,  recevait  bien  dea  *  This  definition  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 

dlmcultes." — Ed.  Platonic  Dialogues;  a  passage  something  like 

l  "  BJen  ne  nous  plait  que  le  combat,  mala  jt  occurs  in  the  Euthydemus,  p.  290.    Cf.  Diog. 

non  pas  la  victolre  .  .  .  Ainsi  dans  le  jeu,  Laert.,  lib.  vili.  Pythagoras,  §  8.—  'Ev  t£  filu, 

atari  dans  la  recherche  de  la  Y«rit6.    On  aime  ol  ^  htparoMtus   ftWroi,  Wfrf   ko! 

avoir  dans  let  disputes  le  combat  des  opin-  ^o^fo  Ship^rai'  ol  8«  fiAeVofoi,   r%s 

ions;  mate  de  oontempler  la  verite  trouree,  fo^fe,  —Ed. 

point  du  tout  .  .  .  Nousne  eherchon.  Jamais  f             ^  |0  *,  H<m.  a  mmta^t  ^ 

t  *??  "J*  *?  rjtJ  ^  *        i:  «■»•*.  vol.vii.p.8931(Anderaou'.ed.)-ED. 

Pascal,  Penstet,  vol.  i.p.205,ed.Fangere  — Ed.  »             **       h 

S  Manilius,  Astronomieon,  lib.  iv.  4. -Ed.  T  8aid  of  moral  knowledge,  Eth.  Nic.  i.  8: 

8  Pope,  Essay  on  Man,  1.  96.  —Ed.  Tikos  ov  yruxru,  ttAAa  wpa|«.   Cf.  itnd.  1.  7, 

4  Pythagoras,  according  to  the  ordinary  18;  i  8,9;  ix.  7,4,-xi  9,7;x.7,l.  JM«iMxi.7t 

account;  see  Cieero,  Tiuc.  Qutmt.  y.  a    Sir  *H  vov  Mpycta  fo^.— Ed. 
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and  sciences  are  powers,  but  every  power  exists  only  for  the  sake 
of  action ;  the  end  of  philosophy,  therefore,  is  not  knowledge,  but 
the  energy  conversant  about  knowledge."1  Descending  to  the 
schoolmen :  "  The  intellect,"  says  Aquinas,  u  commences  in  opera- 
tion, and  in  operation  it  ends ; "  *  and  Scotus  even  declares  that  a 
man's  knowledge  is  measured  by  the  amount  of  his  mental  activity 

—  u  tantum  scit  homo,  quantum  operator."  *  The  profoundest 
thinkers  of  modern  times  have  emphatically  testified  to  the  same 
great  principle.  u  I£"  says  Malebranche,  u  I  held  truth  captive  in 
my  hand,  I  should  open  my  hand  and  let  it  fly,  in  order  that  I 
might  again  pursue  and  capture  it." 4  "  Did  the  Almighty,"  says 
Lessing,  "  holding  in  his  right  hand  Truth,  and  in  his  left  Search 
after  Truth,  deign  to  tender  me  the  one  I  might  prefer,  —  in  all 
humility,  but  without  hesitation,  I  should  request  Search  after 
Truth?*  "Truth,"  says  Von  Muller,  "is  the  property  of  God,  the 
pursuit  of  truth  is  what  belongs  to  man;"0  and  Jean  Paul 
Richter:  "It  is  not  the  goal,  but  the  course,  which  makes  ufl 
happy."    But  there  would  be  no  end  of  similar  quotations. r 

But  if  speculative  truth  itself  be  only  valuable  as  a  mean  of  in- 
tellectual activity,  those  studies  which  deter- 
Phfl«ophy  bc*t  en-      mine  the  facilities  to  a  more  vigorous  exertion, 

titled  to  tins  appella-  ....  ...         .  _       ,  .  .    , 

tion  useful.  Wl">  m  every  liberal  sense,  be  better  entitled, 

absolutely,  to  the  name  of  useful,  than  those 
which,  with  a  greater  complement  of  more  certain  facts,  awaken 
them  to  a  less  intense,  and  consequently  to  a  less  improving  exer- 
cise. On  this  ground  I  would  rest  one  of  the  preeminent  utilities 
of  mental  philosophy.  That  it  comprehends  all  the  sublimest  ob- 
jects of  our  theoretical  and  moral  interest ;  —  that  every  (natural) 
conclusion  concerning  God,  the  soul,  the  present  worth  and  the 
future  destiny  of  man,  is  exclusively  deduced  from  the  philosophy 

l  This  sentence  seems  to  be  made  up  from  plicat  pncmissas  ad  concluslonem.    Sic  igitur 

two  separate  passages  in  the  Metaphysics,  lib.  patet  quod  actualitas  scienti*  est  ex  applica- 

riii.  c.  2.    Uaccu  at  -rex**"  koI  al  irotvrucal  tione  causa  ad  effectum  "    Compare  Quest. 

Kal  brurrrjfuu  owdpets  tlelr.     Lib.  vili.  o.  H ,  "  An  acquisitlo  scientist  sit  nobis  per  doc- 

8:  TeAos  8*  ^   ivtpysia,  /ecu  rovrov  x^Piy  trinam"— for  his  view  of  the  end  and  means 

4i  ouvcyus  Aa/ij3dWrcu°  .  .  .  Ka).  rV  &««"  of  education.  —  Ed. 

p7jr**V  ( 1x01/0*^ )   tva  dtwpuxTiv'  dAA'  ou  4  ["  Malebranche  disait  tree  nne  ingtal- 

bcupovciv  Ufa  ^cwpirrur V  %XWTIV*  ~~  Ed-  euse  exag*ration,  '  Si  je  tenais  la  v6riW  cap. 

*  This  is  perhaps  the  substance  of  Summa,  tive  dans  ma  main,  j'onvrirais  la  main  afin  do 

Pars  !.,  Q.  1  xx be.,  art.  li.  and  ill.  — Ed.  poursuivre encore  la  verite.'  "—Mazure,  Qwr* 

8  These  word*  contain  the  substance  of  the  de  Philosophic  torn.  i.  p.  20.] 

doctrine  of  Scotus  regarding  science,  given  5  Eine  DufAik,  §  1 ;    SeJiriflm,  edit  Lach- 

in  his  Quastiones  in  Aristottli*  Logieam,  p.  318  mann,  x.  p.  49.  —  Ed. 

—  Super.  Lib.  Post ,  Q.  i.  "  Scire  in  cutu^  says  6  [»  Die  Wahrheit  1st  in  Gott,  uns  bleibt 
the  subtle  doctor,  "  est  quum  aliquis  cognoscit  das  Forochen."] 

majorem  et  minorem,  et,  simul  cum  hoc,  ap-        7  Compare  Discussions,  p.  40. 
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of  mind,  will  be  at  once  admitted.  But  I  do  not  at  present  found 
the  importance  on  the  paramount  dignity  of  the  pursuit.  It  is  as 
the  best,  gymnastic  of  the  mind,  —  as  a  mean,  principally,  and 
almost  exclusively,  conducive  to  the  highest  education  of  our 
noblest  powers,  that  I  would  vindicate  to  these  speculations  the 
necessity  which  has  too  frequently  been  denied  them.  By  no 
other  intellectual  application  is  the  mind  thus  reflected  on  itself 
and  its  faculties  aroused  to  such  independent,  vigorous,  unwonted, 
and  continued  energy;  —  by  none,  therefore,  are  its  best  capac- 
ities so  variously  and  intensely  evolved.  "  By  turning,"  says  Burke, 
uthe  soul  inward  on  itself  its  forces  are  concentred,  and  are  fit- 
ted foi  greater  and  stronger  flights  of  science ;  and  in  this  pursuit, 
whether  we  take  or  whether  we  lose  our  game,  the  chase  is  cer- 
tainly of  service." l 

These  principles  being  established,  I  have  only  now  to  offer  a 

few  observations  in  regard  to  their  application, 

Application  of  the      that  is,  in  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  I  conceive 

^Sof  «^  that  this  cks8  0USht  to  *»  inducted.  From 
of  pbJiotopby.  what  has  already  been  said,  my  views  on  this 

subject  may  be  easily  anticipated.  Holding  that 
the  paramount  end  of  liberal  study  is  the  development  of  the  stu- 
dent's mind,  and  that  knowledge  is  principally  useful  as  a  mean 
of  determining  the  faculties  to  that  exercise,  through  which  this 
development  is  accomplished,  —  it  follows,  that  I  must  regard  the 
main  duty  of  a  Professor  to  consist  not  simply  in  communicating 
information,  but  in  doing  this  in  such  a  manner,  and  with  such  an, 
accompaniment  of  subsidiary  means,  that  the  information  he  con- 
veys may  be  the  occasion  of  awakening  his  pupils  to  a  vigorous  and 
varied  exertion  of  their  faculties.  Self-activity  is  the  indispensable 
condition  of  improvement ;  and  education  is  only  education,  —  that 
is,  accomplishes  its  purpose,  only  by  affording  objects  and  supply- 
ing incitements  to  this  spontaneous  exertion.  Strictly  speaking, 
every  one  must  educate  himself 
But  as  the  end  of  education  is  thus  something  more  than  the 
mere  communication  of  knowledge,  the  com- 
universitie.;    their      munication  0f  knowledge  ought  not  to  be  all 

main  end.  ©  o 

that  academical  education  should  attempt.  Be- 
fore printing  was  invented,  Universities  were  of  primary  impor- 
tance as  organs  of  publication,  and  as  centres  of  literary  conflu- 
ence :  but  since  that  invention,  their  utility  as  media  of  communi- 
cation is  superseded ;  consequently,  to  justify  the  continuance  of 

l  On  the  SubUmt  and  Beautiful,  p.  8.— En. 
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their  existence  and  privileges,  they  must  accomplish  something  that 
cannot  be  accomplished  by  books.  But  it  is  a  remarkable  circum- 
stance that,  before  the  invention  of  printing,  universities  viewed  the 
activity  of  the  pupil  as  the  great  mean  of  cultivation,  and  the 
communication  of  knowledge  as  only  of  subordinate  importance ; 
whereas,  since  that  invention,  universities,  in  general,  have  gradu- 
ally allowed  to  fall  into  disuse  the  powerful  means  which  they 
possess  of  rousing  the  pupil  to  exertion,  and  have  been  too  often 
content  to  act  as  mere  oral  instruments  of  information,  forgetful, 
it  would  almost  seem,  that  Fust  and  Coster  ever  lived.  It  is 
acknowledged,  indeed,  that  this  is  neither  the  principal  nor  the 
proper  purpose  of  a  university.  Every  writer  on  academical  edu- 
cation from  every  corner  of  Europe  proclaims  the  abuse,  and,  in 
this  and  other  universities,  much  has  been  done  by  individual  ef- 
fort to  correct  it.1 

But  though  the  common  duty  of  all  academical  instructors  be 

the  cultivation    of  the    student,   through    the 

The  t«e  end  of  lib-      awakened  exercise  of  his  faculties,  this  is  more 

end  education. 

especially  incumbent  on  those  to  whom  is  in- 
trusted the  department  of  liberal  education;  for,  in  this  depart- 
ment, the  pupil  is  trained,  not  to  any  mere  professional  knowledge, 
but  to  the  command  and  employment  of  his  faculties  in  general. 

But,  moreover,  the  same  obligation  is  specially 
The  condition*  of  in-      imposed  upon  a  professor  of  intellectual  phil- 

•truction    in   intellec-  r  .        ,    r    ,  ..  -      .  ,\ 

tan  philosophy.  osophy,  by  the  peculiar  nature  of  his  subject, 

and  the  conditions  under  which  alone  it  can 
be  taught.  The  phenomena  of  the  external  world  are  so  palpable 
and  so  easily  described,  that  the  experience  of  one  observer  suffices 
to  render  the  facts  he  has  witnessed  intelligible  and  probable  to 
all.  The  phenomena  of  the  internal  world,  on  the  contrary,  are 
not  capable  of  being  thus  described :  all  that  the  prior  observer  can 
do,  is  to  enable  others  to  repeat  his  experience.  In  the  science  of 
mind,  we  can  neither  understand  nor  be  convinced  of  anything  at 
second  hand.  Here  testimony  can  impose  no  belief;  and  instruc- 
tion is  only  instruction  as  it  enables  us  to  teach  ourselves.  A 
fact  of  consciousness,  however  accurately  observed,  however  clearly 
described,  and  however  great  may  be  our  confidence  in  the 
observer,  is  for  us  as  zero,  until  we  have  observed  and  recognized  it 
ourselves.  Till  that  be  done,  we  cannot  realize  its  possibility,  far 
less  admit  its  truth.  Thus  it  is  that,  in  the  philosophy  of  mind, 
instruction  can  do  little  more  than  point  out  the  position  in  which 
the  pupil  ought  to  place  himself,  in  order  to  verify,  by  his  own 

1  Compare  Ducutsions,  p.  772.  —  Ed. 
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experience,  the  facts  which  his  instructor  proposes  to  him  as  true. 
The  instructor,  therefore,  proclaims,  ov  <f>t\ocr<xf>La,  6XXa  </>iWo^Zv ; 
he  does  not  profess  to  teach  philosophy,  but  to  philosophize. 

It  is  this  condition  imposed  upon  the  student  of  doing  every- 
thing himself  that  renders  the  study  of  the 
une  and  importance      mentai  8Ciences  the  most  improving  exercise  of 

of  examinations  in  a 

class  of  Philosophy.         intellect.     But  everything  depends  upon  the 
condition  being  fulfilled ;  and,  therefore,  the  pri- 
mary duty  of  a  teacher  of  philosophy  is  to  take  care  that  the 
student  does  actually  perform  for  himself  the  necessary  process. 
In  the  first  place,  he  must  discover,  by  examination,  whether  his 
instructions  have  been  effective, — whether  they  have  enabled  the 
pupil  to  go  through  the  intellectual  operation ;  and,  if  not,  it  be- 
hooves him  to  supply  what  is  wanting,  —  to  clear  up  what  has  been 
misunderstood.    In  this  view,  examinations  are  of  high  importance 
to  a  professor ;  for  without  such  a  medium  between  the  teacher  and 
the  taught,  he  can  never  adequately  accommodate  the  character  of 
his  instruction  to  the  capacity  of  his  pupils. 
But,  in  the  scond  place,  besides  placing  his  pupil  in  a  condition 
to  perform  the  necessary  process,  the  instructor 
The  intellectual  in-      ought  to  do  what  in  him  lies  to  determine  the 

Zd^l»!£«  PUPU*8  wiU  to  the  Performance.  But  how  is 
his  pupa*.  this  to  be  effected  ?    Only  by  rendering  the  ef- 

fort more  pleasurable  than  its  omission.  But 
every  effort  is  at  first  difficult, — consequently  irksome.  The  ulti- 
mate benefit  it  promises  is  dim  and  remote,  while  the  pupil  is  often 
of  an  age  at  which  present  pleasure  is  more  persuasive  than  future 
good.  The  pain  of  the  exertion  must,  therefore,  be  overcome  by 
associating  with  it  a  still  higher  pleasure.  This  can  only  be 
effected  by  enlisting  some  passion  in  the  cause  of  improvement. 
We  must  awaken  emulation,  and  allow  its  gratification  only  through 
a  course  of  vigorous  exertion.  Some  rigorists,  I  am  aware,  would 
proscribe,  on  moral  and  religious  grounds,  the  employment  of  the 
passions  in  education ;  but  such  a  view  is  at  once  false  and  dan- 
gerous. The  affections  are  the  work  of  God ; 
Thepuceofthepas-      they  are  not  radiCally  evil ;   they  are  given  us 

sions  in  education.  ,.,.,  ,  t        V» 

for  useful  purposes,  and  are,  therefore,  not  super- 
fluous. It  is  their  abuse  that  is  alone  reprehensible.  In  truth, 
however,  there  is  no  alternative.  In  youth  passion  is  prepon- 
derant. There  is  then  a  redundant  amount  of  energy  which  must 
be  expended;  and  this,  if  it  find  not  an  outlet  through  one  affec- 
tion, is  sure  to  find  it  through  another.  The  aim  of  education  is 
thus  to  employ  for  good  those  impulses  which  would  otherwise  be 
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turned  to  eviL  The  passions  are  never  neutral ;  they  are  either  the 
best  allies,  or  the  worst  opponents,  of  improvement.  a  Man's  na- 
ture," says  Bacon,  u  runs  either  to  herbs  or  weeds ;  therefore  lefr  him 
seasonably  water  the  one,  and  destroy  the  other."  1  Without  the 
stimulus  of  emulation,  what  can  education  accomplish  ?  The  love 
of  abstract  knowledge,  and  the  habit  of  application,  are  still  un- 
formed, and  if  emulation  intervene  not,  the  course  by  which  these 
are  acquired  is,  from  a  strenuous  and  cheerful  energy,  reduced  to  an 
inanimate  and  dreary  effort ;  and  .  Jhis,  too,  at  an  age  when  pleas- 
ure is  all-powerful,  and  impulse  predominant  over  reason.  The 
result  is  manifest. 

These  views  have  determined  my  plan  of  practical  instruction. 
Regarding  the  communication  of  knowledge  as  a  high,  but  not 
the  highest,  aim  of  academical  instruction,  I  shall  not  content  my- 
self with  the  delivery  of  lectures.  By  all  means  in  my  power  I 
shall  endeavor  to  rouse  you,  gentlemen,  to  the  free  and  vigorous 
exercise  of  your  faculties ;  and  shall  deem  my  task  accomplished, 
not  by  teaching  Logic  and  Philosophy,  but  by  teaching  to  reason 
and  philosophize.1 

l  Eraay  xxxviil.—  "Of  Nature  in  Men."  2. For  Fragment  containing  the  Author's 
—  Works,  ed.  Montagu,  volume  I  p.  138.—  tfewa  on  the  subject  of  Academical  Honors, 
Ed.  tee  Appendix  L—£d. 


LECTURE    II.1 

PHILOSOPHY— ITS  ABSOLUTE   UTILITY. 

(b.)    objective. 

In  the  perverse  estimate  which  is  often  made  of  the  end  and 
objects  of  education,  it  is  impossible  that  the 
Science  of  Mind, —  Philosophy  Proper, — the 
Queen  of  Sciences,  as  it  was  denominated  of  old,  should  not  be 
degraded  in  common  opinion  from  its  preeminence,  as  the  high- 
est branch  of  general  education ;  and,  therefore,  before  attempting 
to  point  out  to  you  what  constitutes  the  value  of  Philosophy,  it 
becomes  necessary  to  clear  the  way  by  establishing  a  correct  no- 
tion of  what  the  value  of  a  study  is. 

Some  things  are  valuable,  finally,  or  for  themselves,  —  these  are 

ends;  other  things  are  valuable,  not  on  their 
"ftnrta  and  means.  -  _  ,  . 

own  account,  but  as  conducive  towards  certain 
ulterior  ends,  —  these  are  means.  The  value  of  ends  is  absolute, 
—  the  value  of  means  is  relative.  Absolute  value  is  properly 
called  a  good, — relative  value  is  properly  called  a  utility.*  Of 
goods,  or  absolute  ends,  there  are  for  man  but  two,  — perfection 
and  happiness.  By  perfection  is  meant  the  full  and  harmonious 
development  of  all  our  faculties,  corporeal  and  mental,  intellectual 
and  moral ;  by  happiness,  the  complement  of  all  the  pleasures  of 
which  we  are  susceptible. 

Now,  I  may  state,  though  I  cannot  at  present  attempt  to  prove, 

and  T  am  afraid  many  will  not  even  understand 

Human    perfection      the  8tatement,  that  human  perfection  and  hu- 

oiAB^  man  happiness  coincide,  and  thus  constitute,  in 

reality,  but  a  single  end.  For  as,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  perfection  or  full  development  of  a  power  is  in  propor- 
tion to  its  capacity  of  free,  vigorous,  and  continued  action,  so,  on 

1  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  Lectures  the  Course.    This  circumstance  accounts  for 

nere  printed  as  First  and  Second,  were  not  the  repetition  of  the  principal  doctrines  of 

uniformly  delivered  by  the  Author  in  that  Lecture  1.  in  the  opening  of  Lecture  II.—  Ed. 

order.     The   one  or  other  was,   however,  S  [Cf.  Aristotle,  .EtA.  JVtc,  lib.  i.f  c.  7,  f  h) 
usually  given  as  the  Introductory  Lecture  of 
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the  other,  all  pleasure  is  the  concomitant  of  activity;  its  degree 
being  in  proportion  as  that  activity  is  spontaneously  intense,  its 
prolongation  in  proportion  as  that  activity  is  spontaneously  con- 
tinued ;  whereas,  pain  arises  either  from  a  faculty  being  restrained 
in  its  spontaneous  tendency  to  action,  or  from  being  urged  to 
a  degree,  or  to  a  continuance,  of  energy  beyond  the  limit  to  which 
it  of  itself  freely  tends. 

To  promote  our  perfection  is  thus  to  promote  our  happiness ; 
for  to  cultivate  fully  and  harmoniously  our  various  faculties,  is 
simply  to  enable  them  by  exercise,  to  energize  longer  and  stronger 
without  painful  effort;  that  is,  to  afford  us  a  larger  amount  of 
a  higher  quality  of  enjoyment. 

Perfection  (comprising  happiness)  being  thus  the  one  end  of 
our  existence,  in  so  far  as  man  is  considered 

Criterion  of  the  util-  .  ,  ,         .      ,  .         , « 

..     ,    ^  .  either  as  an  end  unto  himself!  or  as  a  mean  to 

Ky  of  ft  study.  ^ 

the  glory  of  his  Creator;  it  is  evident  that, 
absolutely  speaking,  that  is,  without  reference  to  special  circum- 
stances and  relations,  studies  and  sciences  must,  in  common  with 
all  other  pursuits,  be  judged  useful  as  they  contribute,  and  only 
as  they  contribute,  to  the  perfection  of  our  humanity,  —  that  is, 
to  our  perfection  simply  as  men.  It  is  manifest  that  in  this  rela- 
tion alone  can  anything  distinctively,  emphatically,  and  without 
qualification,  be  denominated  useful ;  for  as  our  perfection  as  men 
is  the  paramount  and  universal  end  proposed  to  the  species,  what- 
ever we  may  style  useful  in  any  other  relation,  ought,  as  con- 
ducive only  to  a  subordinate  and  special  end,  to  be  so  called,  not 
simply,  but  with  qualifying  limitation.  Propriety  has,  however,  in 
this  case,  been  reversed  in  common  usage.  For  the  term  Useful 
has  been  exclusively  bestowed,  in  ordinary  language,  on  those 
branches  of  instruction  which,  without  reference  to  his  general 
cultivation  as  a  man  or  a  gentleman,  qualify  an  individual  to  earn 
his  livelihood  by  a  special  knowledge  or  dexterity  in  some  lucra- 
tive calling  or  profession ;  and  it  is  easy  to  see  how,  after  the  word 
had  been  thus  appropriated  to  what,  following  the  Germans,  we 
may  call  the  Bread  and  Butter  sciences,  those  which  more  prox- 
imately and  obtrusively  contribute  to  the  intellectual  and  moral 
dignity  of  man,  should,  as  not  having  been  styled  the  useful, 
come,  in  popular  opinion,  to  be  regarded  as  the  useless  branches 
of  instruction. 

As  it  is  proper  to  have  different  names  for 
JZvrn^  *"**      different  things,  we  may  call  the  higher  utility, 

or  that  conducive  to  the  perfection  of  a  man 
viewed  as  an  end  in  himself,  by  the  name  of  Absolute  or  Gen- 

V 
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eral ;  the  inferior  utility,  or  that  conducive  to  the  skill  of  an  indi- 
vidual viewed  as  an  instrument  for  some  end  out  of  himself  by 
the  name  of  Special  or  Particular. 

Now,  it  is  evident,  that  in  estimating  the  utility  of  any  branch 
of  education,  we  ought  to  measure  it  both  by  the  one  kind  of 
utility  and  by  the  other;  but  it  is  also  evident,  that  a  neglect  of 
the  former  standard  will  lead  us  further  wrong  in  appreciating 
the  value  of  any  branch  of  common  or  general  instruction,  than 
a  neglect  of  the  latter. 

It  has  been  the  tendency  of  different  ages,  of  different  coun- 
tries, of  different  ranks  and  conditions  of  society,  to  measure  the 
utility  of  studies  rather  by  one  of  these  standards,  than  by  both. 
Thus  it  was  the  bias  of  antiquity,  when  the  moral  and  intellectual 
cultivation  of  the  citizen  was  viewed  as  the  great  end  of  all  po- 
litical institutions,  to  appreciate  all  knowledge  principally  by  the 
higher  standard;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  unfortunately  the  bias  of 
our  modern  civilization,  since  the  accumulation,  (and  not  too  the 
distribution),  of  riches  in  a  country,  has  become  the  grand  problem 
of  the  statesman,  to  appreciate  it  rather  by  the  lower. 

In  considering,  therefore,  the  utility  of  philosophy,  we  have,  first, 
to  determine  its  Absolute,  and,  in  the  second  place,  its  Special 
utility — I  say  its  special  utility,  for,  though  not  itself  one  of  the 
professional  studies,  it  is  mediately  more  or  less  conducive  to 
them  all. 

In  the  present  Lecture  I  must,  of  course,  limit  myself  to  one 
branch  of  this  division;  and  even  a  part  of  the  first  or  Absolute 
utility  will  more  than  occupy  our  hour. 

Limiting  myself,  therefore,  to  the  utility  of  philosophy  as  es- 
timated by  the  higher  standard  alone,  it  is 
solute  utiut7  further  to  be  observed,  that,  on  this  standard, 

a  science  or  study  is  useful  in  two  different 
ways,  and,  as  these  are  not  identical,  —  this  pursuit  being  more 
useful  in  the  one  way,  that  pursuit  more  useful  in  the  other, — 
these  in  reality  constitute  two  several  standards  of  utility,  by  which 
each  branch  of  knowledge  ought  to  be  separately  measured. 

The  cultivation,  the  intellectual  perfection,  of  a  man,  may  be 

estimated  by  the  amount  of  two  different  ele- 

Abeoiutentflitjofa      ments;  it  may  be  estimated  by  the  mere  sum 

gdtenoeof  twoUnds-        rf         ^   which  he    fc         learne(j  ifc  be 

Objective*  and  Sutyec-  .  /  * 

tive,  estimated  by  the  greater  development  of  his 

faculties,  as  determined  by  their  greater  ex- 
ercise in  the  pursuit  and  contemplation  of  truth.  For,  though 
this   may  appear  a  paradox,  these  elements  are  not  merely  not 
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convertible,  but  arc,  in  fact,  very  loosely  connected  with  each 
other;  and  as  an  individual  may  possess  an  ample  magazine  of 
knowledge,  and  still  be  little  better  than  an  intellectual  barbarian, 
so  the  utility  of  one  science  may  be  principally  seen  in  affording 
a  greater  number  of  higher  and  more  indisputable  truths,  —  the 
utility  of  another  in  detennining  the  faculties  to  a  higher  energy, 
and  consequently  to  a  higher  cultivation.  The  former  of  these 
utilities  we  may  call  the  Objective,  as  it  regards  the  object- 
matter  about  which  our  cognitive  faculties  are  occupied ;  the  other 
Subjective,  inasmuch  as  it  regards  our  cognitive,  faculties  them- 
selves as  the  subject  in  which  knowledge  is  inherent. 

I  shall  not  at  present  enter  on  the  discussion  which  of  these 

utilities  is  the  higher.     In  the  opening  lecture   of  last   year,  I 

endeavored  to  show  that  all  knowledge  is  only  for  the  sake  of 

energy,  and  that  even  merely  speculative  truth  is  valuable  only  as 

it  determines  a  greater  quantity  of  higher  power 

tetfve^tiik-  *nto  act*v*tv-     In  tnat  lecture,   I  also  endeav- 

ored to  show  that,  on  the  standard  of  subjective 
utility,  philosophy  is  of  all  our  studies  the  most  useful ;  inasmuch 
as  more  than  any  other  it  exercises,  and  consequently  develops 
to.  a  higher  degree,  and  in  a  more  varied  manner,  our  noblest 
faculties.  At  present,  on  the  contrary,  I  shall  confine  myself  to 
certain  views  of  the  importance  of  philosophy,  estimated  by  the 
standard  of  its  Objective  utility.  The  discussion,  I  am  aware,  will 
be  found  somewhat  disproportioned  to  the  age  and  average  ca- 
pacity of  my  hearers ;  but,  on  this  occasion,  and  before  this  audi- 
ence, I  hope  to  be  excused  if  I  venture  for  once  on  matters  which, 
to  be  adequately  understood,  require  development  and  illustra- 
tion from  the  matured  intelligence  of  those  to  whom  they  are 
presented. 

Considered  in  itself  a  knowledge  of  the  human  mind,  whether 

we  regard  its  speculative  or  its  practical  impor- 

The  hamuli  mind  the      ^       is  confesg0dly  of  all  studies  the  highest 

noblest  object  of  spec-  . 

ulat!on  and  the  most  interesting.    "  On  earth,     says  an 

ancient  philosopher,  "  there  is  nothing  great 
but  man;  in  man,  there  is  nothing  great  but  mind."1  No  other 
study  fills  and  satisfies  the  soul  like  the  study  of  itself.  No  other 
science  presents  an  object  to  be  compared  in  dignity,  in  absolute 
or  in  relative  value,  to  that  which  human  consciousness  furnishes 
to  its  own  contemplation.     What  is  of  all  things  the  best,  asked 


l  [Fhavorinut,  quoted    by  Joannes  IMcus      Basil.  —  Ed  ]     For  notice  of  rhavorinus,  see 
Mirandulanus,  h%  Astrologiam,  lib.  iii.  p.  361,      Voasius,  D*  Hist.  Grac^  lib.  ii.  o.  10.  —Ed. 
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Chilon  of  the  Oracle.  "To  know  thyself^  was  the  response.  This 
is,  in  fact,  the  only  science  in  which  all  are  always  interested ;  for, 
while  each  individual  may  have  his  favorite  occupation,  it  still 
remains  true  of  the  species,  that 

"  The  proper  study  of  mankind  1b  man." 1 

"Now  for  my  life,"  says  Sir  Thomas  Browne,  "it  is  a  miracle  of 
thirty  years,  which  to  relate  were  not  a  his- 
strThomM  rowne  tory9  but  a  piece  of  poetry,  and  would  sound 
to  common  ears  like  a  fable. 

44  For  the  world,  I  count  it  not  an  inn,  but  an  hospital ;  and  a 
place  not  to  live,  but  to  die  in.  The  world  that  I  regard  is  myself; 
it  is  the  microcosm  of  my  own  frame  that  I  cast  mine  eye  on ;  for 
the  other,  I  use  it  but  like  my  globe,  and  turn  it  round  sometimes, 
for  my  recreation.  Men  that  look  upon  my  outside,  perusing  only 
my  condition  and  fortunes,  do  err  in  my  altitude ;  for  I  am  above 
Atlas  his  shoulders.  The  earth  is  a  point  not  only  in  respect  of  the 
heavens  above  us,  but  of  that  heavenly  and  celestial  part  within 
us.  That  mass  of  flesh  that  circumscribes  me,  limits  not  my  mind. 
That  surfa<&  that  tells  the  heavens  it  hath  an  end,  cannot  per* 
suade  me  I  have  any.  I  take  my  circle  to  be  above  three  hundred 
and  sixty.  Though  the  number  of  the  ark  do  measure  my  body, 
it  comprehendeth  not  my  mind.  Whilst  I  study  to  find  how  I 
am  a  microcosm,  or  little  world,  I  find  myself  something  more  than 
the  great.  There  is  surely  a  piece  of  divinity  in  us;  something 
that  was  before  the  elements,  and  owes  no  homage  unto  the  sun. 
Nature  tells  me,  I  am  the  image  of  God,  as  well  as  Scripture.  He 
that  understands  not  thus  much  hath  not  his  introduction  or  first 
lesson,  and  is  yet  to  begin  the  alphabet  of  man." s 

But,  though  mind,  considered  in  itself  be  the  noblest  object  of 
speculation  which  the  created  universe  presents 

Relation  of  Psychol-         .       .,  .      ..         «  ...  ,  ^   . 

vet  to  Theology.  *°  tne  cun08ltv  °*  manJ  xt  w  under  a  certain 

relation  that  I  would  now  attempt  to  illustrate 
its  utility ;  for  mind  rises  to  its  highest  dignity  when  viewed  as 
the  object  through  which,  and  through  which  alone,  our  unassisted 
reason  can  ascend  to  the  knowledge  of  a  God.  The  Deity  is  not 
an  object  of  immediate  contemplation;  as  existing  and  in  him- 
self he  is  beyond  our  reach;  we  can  know  him  only  mediately 
through  his  works,  and  are  only  warranted  in  assuming  his  ex- 

i  Pope,  Bssatfon  Mm,  if.  2.— Ed. 

S  Browne's  Religio  Medici,  part  11. }  11.    Discussions,  p.  8U.  —  Ed. 
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istence  as  a  certain  kind  of  cause  necessary  to  account  for  a  cer- 
tain state  of  things,  of  whose  reality  our  facul- 
Exbfcnoe  of  Deity      ^  are  guppogefl  ^  inform  us.     The  affirmation 

an  inference  from  a  «««■«.  «  .        .    „  ~ 

ipedai  claw  of  effect*.  °*  a  **0<*  being  thus  a  regressive  inference,  from 
the  existence  of  a  special  class  of  effects  to  the 
existence  of  a  special  character  of  cause,  it  is  evident,  that  the 
whole  argument  hinges  on  the  fact,  —  Does  a  state  of  things  really 
exist  such  as  is  only  possible  through  the  agency  of  a  Divine  Cause? 
For  if  it  can  be  shown  that  such  a  state  of  things  does  not  really 
exist,  then,  our  inference  to  the  kind  of  cause  requisite  to  account 
for  it,  is  necessarily  null. 

This  being  understood,  I  now  proceed  to  show  you  that  the 

class  of  phenomena  which  requires  that  kind  of 

These  aUbifed  ex-      csxtae  we  denominate  a  Deity,  is  exclusively 

dusirely  by  the  phav  .  *..,,.! 

nomeoa  of  mind.  given  m  the  phaenomena  of  mind,  —  that  the 

phenomena  of  matter,  taken  by  themselves  (you 
will  observe  the  qualification,  taken  by  themselves),  so  far  from 
warranting  any  inference  to  the  existence  of  a  God,  would,  on  the 
contrary,  ground  even  an  argument  to  his  negation, — that  the  study 
of  the  external  world  taken  with,  and  in  subordination  to,  that  of 
the  internal,  not  only  loses  its  atheistic  tendency,  but,  under  such 
subservience,  may  be  rendered  conducive  to  the  great  conclusion, 
from  which,  if  left  to  itself  it  would  dissuade  us. 

We  must  first  of  all  then  consider  what  kind  of  cause  it  is 
which  constitutes  a  Deity,  and  what  kind  of  effects  they  are 
which  allow  us  to  infer  that  a  Deity  must  be. 

The  notion  of  a  God  is  not  contained  in  the  notion  of  a  mere 
First  Cause;  for  in  the  admission  of  a  first  cause, 

The  notion  of  a  God        Atheigt  md  Theigt  are  at  one>     Neither  is  this 
— -  what. 

notion  completed  by  adding  to  a  first  cause  the 
attribute  of  Omnipotence,  for  the  atheist  who  holds  matter  or 
necessity  to  be  the  original  principle  of  all  that  is,  does  not  con- 
vert his  blind  force  into  a  God,  by  merely  affirming  it  to  be  all- 
powerful.  It  is  not  until  the  two  great  attributes  of  Intelligence 
and  Virtue  (and  be  it  observed  that  virtue  involves  Liberty)  — 
I  say,  it  is  not  until  the  two  attributes  of  intelligence  and  virtue 
or  holiness,  are  brought  in,  that  the  belief  in  a  primary  and  omnipo- 
tent cause  becomes  the  belief  in  a  veritable  Divinity.  But  these 
latter  attributes  are  not  more  essential  to  the  divine  nature  than 
are  the  former.  For  as  original  and  infinite  power  does  not  of 
itself  constitute  a  God,  neither  is  a  God  constituted  by  intelligence* 
and  virtue,  unless  intelligence  and  goodness  be  themselves  con- 
joined with  this  original  and  infinite  power.     For  even  a  crea- 
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tor,  intelligent,  and  good*  and  powerful,  would  be  no  God,  were 
he  dependent  for  his  intelligence  and  goodness  and  power  on  any 
higher  principle.  On  this  supposition,  the  perfections  of  the  creator 
are  viewed  as  limited  and  derived.  He  is  himself,  therefore,  only 
a  dependency, —  only  a  creature;  and  if  a  God  there  be,  he  must 
be  sought  for  in  that  higher  principle,  from  which  this  subordinate 
principle  derives  its  attributes.  Now  is  this  highest  principle  (ex 
hypothesi  all-powerful),  also  intelligent  and  moral,  then  it  is  itself 
alone  the  veritable  Deity;  on  the  other  hand  is  it,  though  the 
author  of  intelligence  and  goodness  in  another,  itself  unintelligent, 
—  then  is  a  blind  Fate  constituted  the  first  and  universal  cause, 
and  atheism  is  asserted. 

The  peculiar  attributes  which  distinguish  a  Deity  from  tho 
original  omnipotence  or  blind  fate  of  the  atheist^ 

Conditions  of  the      being  fo^  tnose  0f  intelligence  and  holiness  of 

oTaGod  e  ^  "  w*^> —  an<^  ^e  as8erti°n  °f  theism  being  only 
the  assertion  that  the  universe  is  created  by 
intelligence,  and  governed  not  only  by  physical  but  by  moral  laws, 
we  have  next  to  consider  how  we  are  warranted  in  these  two 
affirmations,  1°,  That  intelligence  stands  first  in  the  absolute  order 
of  existence,  —  in  other  words,  that  final  preceded  efficient  causes ; 
and,  2°,  That  the  universe  is  governed  by  moral  laws. 

The  proof  of  these  two  propositions  is  the   proof  of  a  God; 

and  it  establishes  its  foundation  exclusively  on 

l.  la    intelligence       the   phamomena   of  mind.      I   shall  endeavor, 

first  in  the  order  of      gentiemen  to  show  you  this,  in  regard  to  both 

existence?     2.   Is  the        &f  .  .  /        _     _/  °.        . 

universe  governed  by  these  propositions ;  but,  before  considering  how 
moral  law  ?  far  the  phenomena  of  mind  and  of  matter  do 

and  do  not  allow  us  to  infer  the  one  position  or 
the  other,  I  must  solicit  your  attention  to  the  characteristic  con- 
trasts which  these  two  classes  of  phenomena  in  themselves  exhibit. 
In  the  compass  of  our  experience,  we  distinguish  two  series  of 
facts,  —  the   facts   of  the   external   or  material 
Contrasts  of  the  Pha>       world?  ^d  the  facts  of  the  internal  world   or 

n  omen  a  of  matter  and  .        ...  _ 

milkU  world  of  intelligence.     I  hose  concomitant  series 

of  phenomena  are  not  like  streams  which  merely 
run  parallel  to  each  other;  they  do  not,  like  the  Alpheus  and 
Arethusa,  flow  on  side  by  side  without  a  commingling  of  their 
waters.  They  cross,  they  combine,  they  are  interlaced ;  but  not- 
withstanding their  intimate  connection,  their  mutual  action  and 
reaction,  we  are  ablo  to  discriminate  them  without  difficulty,  be- 
cause they  are  marked  out  by  characteristic  differences. 

The  phenomena  of  the  material  world  are  subjected  to  immu- 
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table  laws,  are  produced  and  reproduced  in  the  same  invariable 
succession,  and  manifest  only  the  blind  force  of  a  mechanical 
necessity. 

The  phenomena  of  man,  are,  in  part,  subjected  to  the  laws  of 
the  external  universe.  As  dependent  upon  a  bodily  organization, 
as  actuated  by  sensual  propensities  and  animal  wants,  he  belongs 
to  matter,  and,  in  this  respect,  he  is  the  slave  of  necessity.  But 
what  man  holds  of  matter  does  not  make  up  his  personality. 
They  are  his,  not  he;  man  is  not  an  organism, — he  is  an  intelli- 
gence served  by  organs.1  For  in  man  there  are  tendencies, — 
there  is  a  law,  —  which  continually  urge  him  to  prove  that  he  is 
more  powerful  than  the  nature  by  which  he  is  surrounded  and 
penetrated.  He  is  conscious  to  himself  of  faculties  not  comprised 
in  the  chain  of  physical  necessity,  his  intelligence  reveals  prescrip- 
tive principles  of  action,  absolute  and  universal,  in  the  Law  of 
Duty,  and  a  liberty  capable  of  carrying  that  law  into  effect,  in 
opposition  to  the  solicitations,  the  impulsions  of  his  material  na- 
ture. From  the  coexistence  of  these  opposing  forces  in  man  there 
results  a  ceaseless  struggle  between  physical  necessity  and  moral 
liberty ;  in  the  language  of  Revelation,  between  the  Flesh  and  the 
Spirit;  and  this  struggle  constitutes  at  once  the  distinctive  char- 
acter of  humanity,  and  the  essential  condition  of  human  develop- 
ment and  virtue. 

In  the  facts  of  intelligence,  we  thus  become  aware  of  an  order  of 
existence  diametrically  in  contrast  to  that  displayed  to  us  in  the 
facts  of  the  material  universe.  There  is  made  known  to  us  an 
order  of  things,  in  which  intelligence,  by  recognizing  the  uncon- 
ditional law  of  duty  and  an  absolute  obligation  to  fulfil  it,  recog- 
nizes its  own  possession  of  a  liberty  incompatible  with  a  depend- 
ence upon  fate,  and  of  a  power  capable  of  resisting  and  conquer- 
ing the  counteraction  of  our  animal  nature. 

Now,  it  is  only  as  man  is  a  free  intelligence,  a  moral  power, 

that  he  is  created  after  the  image  of  God,  and  it 

ConmiotiNiegsoffree-      is  on]y  as  a  spark  of  divinity  glows  as  the  life 

dom,and  of  a  law  of  f  QUr  life  m  that  we  Cftn    rationally  believe 

duty,  the  condition*  of        a  '  «f 

Theology.  in  an  Intelligent  Creator  and  Moral  Governor 

of  the  universe.  For,  let  us  suppose,  that  in 
man  intelligence  is  the  product  of  organization,  that  our  conscious- 
ness of  moral  liberty  is  itself  only  an  illusion ;  in  short,  that  acts 
of  volition  are  results  of  the  same  iron  necessity  which  determines 


1  f" Mens cnjuMno,ifl est qni«iue;nonea  fig-      Somniwn  Scipitnli.  o.  8 — after  Plato.]    Cf. 
lira,  quae  digito  demonstrari  potest" — Cicero,      Plato,  Ale.  Prim,  p.  130,  and  infra,  p.  114.—  Ed. 
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the  phenomena  of  matter,— on  this  supposition,  I  say,  the  founda- 
tions of  all  religion,  natural  and  revealed,  are  subverted.1 

The  truth  of  this  will  be  best  seen  by  applying  the  supposition 
of  the  two  positions  of  theism  previously  stated  —  viz.,  that  the 
notion  of  God  necessarily  supposes,  1°,  That  in  the  absolute  order 
of  existence  intelligence  should  be  first,  that  is,  not  itself  the  pro- 
duct of  an  unintelligent  antecedent;  and,  2°,  That  the  universe 
should  be  governed  not  only  by  physical  but  by  moral  laws. 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  former,  how  can  we  attempt  to  prove 

that  the  universe  is  the  creation  of  a  free  original 

pro^ofTMtyDdrawn      intelligence,  against  the  counter-position  of  the 

from  Psychology.  An-      atheist,  that  liberty  is  an  illusion,  and  inteili- 

aiogy  between  our  ex-      gence,  or  the  adaptation  of  means  to  ends,  only 

perfence  and  theabso-  ^  produot  of  a  blmd  fate  ?  J^  we  kn<w  no. 
lute  order  of  existence.  r 

thing  of  the  absolute  order  of  existence  in  itself, 
we  can  only  attempt  to  infer  its  character  from  that  of  the  partic- 
ular order  within  the  sphere  of  our  experience,  and  as  we  can 
affirm  naught  of  intelligence  and  its  conditions,  except  what  we 
may  discover  from  the  observation  of  our  own  minds,  it  is  evident 
that  we  can  only  analogically  carry  out  into  the  order  of  the  uni- 
verse the  relation  in  which  we  find  intelligence  to  stand  in  the 
order  of  the  human  constitution*  If  in  man  intelligence  be  a 
free  power, — in  so  far  as  its  liberty  extends,  intelligence  must  be 
independent  of  necessity  and  matter ;  and  a  power  independent  of 
matter  necessarily  implies  the  existence  of  an  immaterial  subject, 
— that  is,  a  spirit.  If,  then,  the  original  independence  of  intelli- 
gence on  matter  in  the  human  constitution,  in  other  words,  if 
the  spirituality  of  mind  in  man,  be  supposed  a  datum  of  observa- 
tion, in  this  datum  is  also  given  both  the  condition  and  the  proof 
of  a  God.    For  we  have  only  to  infer,  what  analogy  entitles  us  to 

do,  that  intelligence  holds  the  same  relative 
rifjism-°JtoiBrae  supremacy  in  the  universe  which  it  holds  in  us, 

and  the  first  positive  condition  of  a  Deity  is 
established,  in  the  establishment  of  the  absolute  priority  of  a  free 
creative  intelligence.  On  the  other  hand,  let  us  suppose  the  result 
of  our  study  of  man  to  be,  that  intelligence  is  only  a  product  of 
matter,  only  a  reflex  of  organization,  such  a  doctrine  would  not 
only  afford  no  basis  on  which  to  rest  any  argument  for  a  God, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  would  positively  warrant  the  atheist  in  deny- 
ing his  existence.  For  i£  as  the  materialist  maintains,  the  only 
intelligence  of  which  we  have  any  experience  be  a  consequent 
of  matter, — on  this  hypothesis,  he  not  only  cannot  assume  this 

1  See  DucimionSy  p.  623. — Ed. 
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order  to  be  reversed  in  the  relatione  of  an  intelligence  beyond  hit 
observation,  bat,  if  he  argue  logically,  he  must  positively  conclude, 
that,  as  in  man,  so  in  the  universe,  the  phenomena  of  intelligence 
or  design  are  only  in  their  last  analysis  the  products  of  a  brute 
necessity.  Psychological  materialism,  if  carried  out  fully  and  fairly 
to  its  conclusions,  thus  inevitably  results  in  theological  atheism; 
as  it  has  been  well  expressed  by  Dr.  Henry  More,  nullus  in  micro* 
cosmo  spiritus,  ntdlus  in  maerocosmo  Deus.1  I  do  not,  of  course, 
mean  to  assert  that  all  materialists  deny,  or  actually  disbelieve,  a 
God.  For,  in  very  many  cases,  this  would  be  at  once  an  unmer- 
ited compliment  to  their  reasoning,  and  an  unmerited  reproach 
to  their  faith. 

Such  is  the  manifest  dependence  of  our  theology  on  our  psy- 
chology in  reference  to  the  first  condition  of  a 
Second  condition  of  Deity,  —  the  absolute  priority  of  a  free  intelli- 
dramTfttmi  pb  choi-  gence.  But  this  is  perhaps  even  more  conspio- 
ogy.  uous  in   relation  to  the  second,  that  the  uni- 

verse is  governed  not  merely  by  physical  but 
by  moral  laws,  for  God  is  only  God  inasmuch  as  he  is  the  Moral 
Governor  of  a  Moral  World. 

Our  interest  also  in  its  establishment  is  incomparably  greater,  for 
while  a  proof  that  the  universe  is  the  work  of  an  omnipotent  intel- 
ligence, gratifies  only  our  speculative  curiosity, —  a  proof  that  there 
is  a  holy  legislator  by  whom  goodness  and  felicity  will  be  ultimately 
brought  into  accordance,  is  necessary  to  satisfy  both  our  intel- 
lect and  our  heart.  A  God  is,  indeed,  to  us  only  of  practical 
interest,  inasmuch  as  he  is  the  condition  of  our  immortality. 

Now,  it  is  self-evident,  in  the  first  place,  that,  if  there  be  no 
moral  world,  there  can  be  no  moral  governor  of  such  a  world ; 
and,  in  the  second,  that  we  have,  and  can  have,  no  ground  on 
which  to  believe  in  the  reality  of  a  moral  world,  except  in  so  far 
as  we  ourselves  are  moral  agents.  This  being  undeniable,  it  is 
further  evident,  that,  should  we  ever  be  convinced  that  we  are 
not  moral  agents,  we  should  likewise  be  convinced  that  there 
exists  no  moral  order  in  the  universe,  and  no  supreme  intelligence 
by  which  that  moral  order  is  established,  sustained,  and  regu- 
lated. 

Theology  is  thus  again  wholly  dependent  on  Psychology;  for, 
with  the  proof  of  the  moral  nature  of  man,  stands  or  falls  the 
proof  of  the  existence  of  a  Deity. 

l  Cf.  Asuidatm  advents  Atkritmum,  lib.  HI.      1679);  and  the  Author's  DUcuuions,  p,  788. 
0.  lfi,  {Opera  Omnia^  vol.  11.  p.  148,  Londlnl,     —Ed. 
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But  in  what  does  the  character  of  man  as  a  moral  agent  consist  ? 
Man  is  a  moral  agent  only  as  he  is  account- 
wherein  the  moral       a^e  for  y^  actionSj —  in  other  words,  as  he  is 

^cy  °  "      the  object  of  praise  or  blame;  and  this  he  is, 

only  inasmuch  as  he  has  prescribed  to  him  a 
rule  of  duty,  and  as  he  is  able  to  act,  or  not  to  act,  in  conform- 
ity with  its  precepts.  The  possibility  of  morality  thus  depends 
on  the  possibility  of  liberty ;  for  if  man  be  not  a  free  agent,  he 
is  not  the  author  of  his  actions,  and  has,  therefore,  no  responsi- 
bility,—  no  moral  personality  at  all. 

Now  the  study  of  Philosophy,  or  mental  science,  operates  in 

three  ways  to  establish  that  assurance  of  human 

Philosophy  operates      liberty,  which  is  necessary  for  a  rational  belief 

in  three  ways,  in  estab-         ^    ^    own    ^^  .  ^^    ^^ 

lishing    assurance  of 

human  liberty.  and  m  a  moral  ruler  of  that  world.     In  the 

.first  place,  an  attentive  consideration  of  the 
phenomena  of  mind  is  requisite  in  order  to  a  luminous  and  dis- 
tinct apprehension  of  liberty  as  a  fact  or  datum  of  intelligence. 
For  though,  without  philosophy,  a  natural  conviction  of  free  agency 
lives  and  works  in  the  recesses  of  every  human  mindr  it  requires  a 
process  of  philosophical  thought  to  bring  this  conviction  to  clear 
consciousness  and  scientific  certainty.  In  the  second  place,  a  pro- 
found philosophy  is  necessary  to  obviate  the  difficulties'  which 
meet  us  when  we  attempt  to  explain  the  possibility  of  this  fact, 
and  to  prove  that  the  datum  of  liberty  is  not  a  mere  illusion. 
For  though  an  unconquerable  feeling  compels  us  to  recognize 
ourselves  as  accountable,  and  therefore  free,  agents,  still,  when 
we  attempt  to  realize  in  thought  how  the  fact  of  our  liberty  can 
be,  we  soon  find  that  this  altogether  transcends  our  understand- 
ing, and  that  every  effort  to  bring  the  fact  of  liberty  within  the 
compass  of  our  conceptions,  only  results  in  the  substitution  in  its 
place  of  some  more  or  less  disguised  form  of  necessity.  For,  —  if 
I  may  be  allowed  to  use  expressions  which  many  of  you  can- 
not be  supposed  at  present  to  understand,  —  we  are  only  able  to 
conceive  a  thing,  inasmuch  as  we  conceive  it  under  conditions; 
while  the  possibility  of  a  free  act  supposes  it  to  be  an  act  which 
.is  not  conditioned  or  determined.  The  tendency  of  a  superficial 
philosophy  is,  therefore,  to  deny  the  fact  of  liberty,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  what  cannot  be  conceived  is  impossible.  A  deeper  and 
more  comprehensive  study  of  the  facts  of  mind  overturns  this 
conclusion,  and  disproves  its  foundation.  It  shows  that,  —  so  far 
from  the  principle  being  true,  that  what  is  inconceivable  is  im- 
possible,—  on  the  contrary,  all  that  is  conceivable  is  a  mean  be* 
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tween  two  contradictory  extremes,  both  of  which  are  inconceiva- 
ble, but  of  which,  as  mutually  repugnant,  one  or  the  other  must 
be  true.  Thus  philosophy,  in  demonstrating  that  the  limits  of 
thought  are  not  to  be  assumed  as  the  limits  of  possibility,  while 
it  admits  the  weakness  of  our  discursive  intellect,  reestablishes 
the  authority  of  consciousness,  and  vindicates  the  veracity  of 
our  primitive  convictions.  It  proves  to  us,  from  the  very  laws 
of  mind,  that  while  we  can  never  understand  how  any  original 
datum  of  intelligence  is  possible,  we  have  no  reason  from  this 
inability  to  doubt  that  it  is  true.  A  learned  ignorance  is  thus 
the  end  of  philosophy,  as  it  is  the  beginning  of  theology.1 

In  the  third  place,  the  study  of  mind  is  necessary  to  counter- 
balance and  correct  the  influence  of  the  study  of  matter;  and 
this  utility  of  Metaphysics  rises  in  proportion  to  the  progress 
of  the  natural  sciences,  and  to  the  greater  attention  which  they 
engross. 

An  exclusive  devotion  to  physical  pursuits,  exerts  an  evil  influ- 
ence in  two  ways.    In  the  first  place,  it  diverts 

Twofold  eyils  of  ex-        from    aR    ^.^    of    the    phgmomena    0f  ^^ 
elusive  physical  study.  * 

liberty,  which  are  revealed  to  us  in  the  recesses 
of  the  human  mind  alone;  and  it  disqualifies  from  appreciating 
the  import  of  these  phenomena,  even  if  presented,  by  leaving  un- 
cultivated the  finer  power  of  psychological  reflection,  in  the  exclu- 
sive exercise  of  the  faculties  employed  in  the  easier  and  more 
amusing  observation  of  the  external  world.  In  the  second  place, 
by  exhibiting  merely  the  phenomena  of  matter  and  extension, 
it  habituates  us  only  to  the  contemplation  of  an  order  in  which 
everything  is  determined  by  the  laws  of  a  blind  or  mechanical 
necessity.  Now,  what  is  the  inevitable  tendency  of  this  one-sided 
and  exclusive  study?  That  the  student  becomes  a  materialist,  if 
he  speculate  at  all.  For,  in  the  first  place,  he  is  familiar  with 
the  obtrusive  facts  of  necessity,  and  is  unaccustomed  to  develop 
into  consciousness  the  more  recondite  facts  of  liberty ;  he  is,  there- 
fore, disposed  to  disbelieve  in  the  existence  of  phenomena  whose 
reality  he  may  deny,  and  whose  possibility  he  cannot  understand. 
At  the  same  time,  the  love  of  unity,  and  the  philosophical  presump- 
tion against  the  multiplication  of  essences,  de- 
rhysfcai  study  in  its      termine  him  to  reject  the  assumption  of  a  second, 

infancy  not  material-  °  .  r 

j^jj^  and  that  an  hypothetical,  substance,  —  ignorant 

as  he  is  of  the  reasons  by  which  that  assump- 
tion is  legitimated.     In  the  infancy  of  science,  this  tendency  of 

1  See  Discussions,  p.  634.  —  Ed. 
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physical  study  was  not  experienced.  When  men  first  turned  their 
attention  on  the  phenomena  of  nature,  every  event  was  viewed 
as  a  miracle,  for  every  effect  was  considered  as  the  operation  of 
an  intelligence.  God  was  not  exiled  from  the  universe  of  mat- 
ter; on  the  contrary,  he  was  multiplied  in  proportion  to  its  phaer 
nomena.  .  As  science  advanced,  the  deities  were  gradually  driven 
out ;  and  long  after  the  sublunary  world  had  been  disenchanted, 
they  were  left  for  a  season  in  possession  of  the  starry  heavens. 
The  movement  of  the  celestial  bodies,  in  which  Kepler  still  saw 
the  agency  of  a  free  intelligence,  was  at  length  by  Newton  re- 
solved into  a  few  mathematical  principles;  and  at  last  even  the 
irregularities  which  Newton  was  compelled  to  leave  for  the  mirac- 
ulous correction  of  the  Deity,  have  been  proved  to  require  no 
supernatural  interposition;  for  La  Place  has  shown  that  all  con- 
tingencies, past  and  future,  in  the  heavens,  find  their  explanation 
in  the  one  fundamental  law  of  gravitation.    • 

But  the  very  contemplation  of  an  order  and  adaptation  so  aston- 
ishing, joined  to  the  knowledge  that  this  order  and  adaptation  are 
the  necessary  results  of  a  brute  mechanism,  —  when  acting  upon 
minds  which  have  not  looked  into  themselves  for  the  light  of 
which  the  world  without  can  only  afford  them  the  refection, — far 
from  elevating  them  more  than  any  other  aspect  of  external  crea- 
tion to  that  inscrutable  Being  who  reigns  beyond  and  above  the 
universe  of  nature,  tends,  on  the  contrary,  to  impress  on  them, 
with  peculiar  force,  the  conviction,  that  as  the  mechanism  of 
nature  can  explain  so  much,  the  mechanism  of  nature  can  ex- 
plain all. 

"Wonder,"  says  Aristotle,  ais  the  first  cause  of  philosophy:"1 

but  in  the  discovery  that  all  existence  is  but 

if  ail  exfctenoe  be      mechanism,  the  consummation  of  science  would 

but  mechanism,  philo-        ,  A«A»  .p.*  .    A  A  /.  i  •  i_ 

sophioai  intewrt  ex-  "^  an  extmctlon  of  the  very  interest  from  which 
tiuguished.  it  originally  sprang.     "Even  the  gorgeous  ma- 

jesty of  the  heavens,"  says  a  religious  philoso- 
pher, "  the  object  of  a  kneeling  adoration  to  an  infant  world,  sub- 
dues no  more  the  mind  of  him  who  comprehends  the  one  mechan- 
ical law  by  which  the  planetary  systems  move,  maintain  their 
motion,  and  even  originally  form  themselves.  He  no  longer  won- 
ders at  the  object,  infinite  as  it  always  is,  but  at  the  human  intel- 
lect alone  which  in  a  Copernicus,  Kepler,  Gassendi,  Newton,  and 
La  Place,  was  able  to  transcend  the  object,  by  science  to  termi- 
nate the  miracle,  to  reave  the  heaven  of  its  divinities,  and  to 

X  Metaphysics,  book  i.  2. 9    Compare  Plato,  Huamus,  p.  166.  —  Ed, 
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exorcise  the  universe.  But  even  this,  the  only  admiration  of  which 
our  intelligent  faculties  are  now  capable,  would  vanish,  were  a 
future  Hartley,  Darwin,  Condillac,  or  Bonnet,  to  succeed  in  display- 
ing to  us  a  mechanical  system  of  the  human  mind,  as  compre- 
hensive, intelligible,  and  satisfactory  as  the  Newtonian  mecha- 
nism of  the  heavens."1 

To  this  testimony  I  may  add  that,  should  Physiology  ever  suc- 
ceed in  reducing  the  facts  of  intelligence  to  Phenomena  of  matter, 
Philosophy  would  be  subverted  in  the  subversion  of  its  three  great 
objects,  —  God,  Free- Will,  and  Immortality.  True  wisdom  would 
then  consist,  not  in  speculation,  »but  in  repressing  thought  during 
our  brief  transit  from  nothingness  to  nothingness.  For  why? 
Philosophy  would  have  become  a  meditation,  not  merely  of  death, 
but  of  annihilation ;  the  precept,  Know  thyself  \  would  have  been 
replaced  by  the  terrifio  oracle  to  CEdipus — . 

"  May'st  thou  ne'er  know  the  truth  of  what  thou  art;" 

and  the  final  recompense  of  our  scientific  curiosity  would  be 
wailing,  deeper  than  Cassandra's,  for  the  ignorance  that  saved  us 
from  despair. 

The  views  which  I  have  now  taken  of  the  respective  influence  of 
the  sciences  of  mind  and  of  matter  in  relation 

Coiocideiro©  of  the      to  our  religious  belief   are  those  which  have 

te^^taX  been  deliberatelv  adoPted  bv  the  profoundest 
losopnere.  thinkers,  ancient  and  modern.    Were  I  to  quote 

to  you  the  testimonies  that  crowd  on  my  recol- 
lection to  the  effect  that  ignorance  of  Self  is  ignorance  of  God, 
I  should  make  no  end,  for  this  is  a  truth  proclaimed  by  Jew  and 
Gentile,  Christian  and  Mohammedan.    I  shall  content  myself  with 
adducing  three  passages  from  three  philosophers,  which  I  select, 
both  as  articulately  confirming  all  that  I  have  now  advanced,  and 
because  there  are  not,  in  the  whole  history  of  speculation,  three 
authorities  on  the  point  in  question  more  entitled  to  respect. 
The  first  quotation  is  from  Plato,  and  it  corroborates  the  doc- 
trine I  have  maintained  in  regard  to  the  condi- 
tions of  a  God,  and  of  our  knowledge  of  his 
existence.     "The  cause,"  he  says,  "of  all  impiety  and  irreligion 
among  men  is,  that  reversing  in  themselves  the  relative  subordi- 
nation of  mind  and  body,  they  have,  in  like  manner,  in  the  uni- 
verse, made  that  to  be  first  which  is  second,  and  that  to  be  second 

1  Jacob*,  Wtrk*,  vol.  U.  p.  52-64.    Quoted  in  DUcussums,  p.  812.  —Ed. 
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which  is  first ;  for  while,  in  the  generation  of  all  things,  intel- 
ligence and  final  causes  precede  matter  and  efficient  causes,  they, 
on  the  contrary,  have  viewed  matter  and  material  things  as  abso- 
lutely prior,  in  the  order  of  existence,  to  intelligence  and  design; 
and  thus  departing  from  an  original  error  in  relation  to  them- 
selves, they  have  ended  in  the  subversion  of  the  Godhead."1 
The  second  quotation  is  from  Kant ;  it  finely  illustrates  the  influ- 
ences of  material  and  mental  studies  by  con- 
trasting them  in  reference  to  the  very  noblest 
object  of  either,  and  the  passage  is  worthy  of  your  attention,  not 
only  for  the  soundness  of  its  doctrine,  but  for  the  natural  and 
unsought-for  sublimity  of  its  expression:  "Two  things  there  are, 
which,  the  oftener  and  the  more  steadfastly  we  consider,  fill  the 
mind  with  an  ever  new,  an  ever  rising  admiration  and  reverence ; 
—  the  st abet  heaven  above,  the  moral  law  within.  Of  neither 
am  I  compelled  to  seek  out  the  reality,  as  veiled  in  darkness,  or 
only  to  conjecture  the  possibility,  as  beyond  the  hemisphere  of 
my  knowledge.  Both  I  contemplate  lying  clear  before  me,  and 
connect  both  immediately  with  my  consciousness  of  existence.  The 
one  departs  from  the  place  I  occupy  in  the  outer  world  of  sense ; 
expands,  beyond  the  bounds  of  imagination,  this  connection  of 
my  body  with  worlds  rising  beyond  worlds,  and  systems  blending 
into  systems ;  and  protends  it  also  into  the  illimitable  times  of  their 
periodic  movement — to  its  commencement  and  perpetuity.  The 
other  departs  from  my  invisible  sel£  from  my  personality;  and 
represents  me  in  a  world,  truly  infinite  indeed,  but  whose  infinity 
can  be  tracked  out  only  by  the  intellect,  with  which  also  my  con- 
nection, unlike  the  fortuitous  relation  I  stand  in  to  all  worlds  of 
sense,  I  am  compelled  to  recognize  as  universal  and  necessary. 
In  the  former,  the  first  view  of  a  countless  multitude  of  worlds 
annihilates,  as  it  were,  my  importance  as  an  animal  product,  which, 
after  a  brief  and  that  incomprehensible  endowment  with  the  pow- 
ers of  life,  is  compelled  to  refund  its  constituent  matter  to  the 
planet  —  itself  an  atom  in  the  universe  —  on  which  it  grew.  The 
other,  on  the  contrary,  elevates  my  worth  as  an  intelligence  even 
without  limit ;  and  this  through  my  personality,  in  which  the  moral 
law  reveals  a  faculty  of  life  independent  of  my  animal  nature,  nay, 
of  the  whole  material  world :  —  at  least  if  it  be  permitted  to  infer 
as  much  from  the  regulation  of  my  being,  which  a  conformity 
with  that  law  exacts;  proposing,  as  it  does,  my  moral  worth  for 

1  Dt  Legibus,  book  x.  pp.  8S8,  889.    Quoted      iii.,  Lond.  ed.)«  and  Eternal  and  Immut.  Mar- 
in Discussions,  p.  312.    Compare  Cud  worth,      aliiy>  book  lv.,  c.  vi.  $  6,  scq.—  Ed. 
IfUcll.  System,  c.  v.  §  iv.  (p.  435  et  seq.  of  vol. 
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the  absolute  end  of  my  activity,  conceding  no  compromise  of  its 
imperative  to  a  necessitation  of  nature,  and  spurning,  in  its  infinity, 
the  conditions  and  boundaries  of  my  present  transitory  life."1 

The  third  quotation  is  from  the  pious  and  profound  Jacobi,  and 
it  states  the  truth  boldly  and  without  disguise 
in  regard  to  the  relation  of  Physics  and  Met- 
aphysics to  Religion.  "  But  is  it  unreasonable  to  confess,  that  we 
believe  in  God,  not  by  reason  of  the  nature2  which  conceals  him, 
but  by  reason  of  the  supernatural  in  man,  which  alone  reveals  and 
proves  him  to  exist? 

u  Nature  conceals  God:  for  through  her  whole  domain  Nature 
reveals  only  fate,  only  an  indissoluble  chain  of  mere  efficient  causes 
without  beginning  and  without  end,  excluding,  .with  equal  neces- 
sity, both  providence  and  chance.  An  independent  agency,  a  free 
original  commencement  within  her  sphere  and  proceeding  from  her 
powers,  is  absolutely  impossible.  Working  without  will,  she  takes 
counsel  neither  of  the  good  nor  of  the  beautiful ;  creating  nothing, 
she  casts  up  from  her  dark  abyss  only  eternal  transformations  of 
herself  unconsciously  and  without  an  end;  furthering,  with  the 
same  ceaseless  industry,  decline  and  increase,  death  and  life,  — 
never  producing  what  alone  is  of  God  and  what  supposes  liberty, 
—  the  virtuous,  the  immortal. 

**  Man  reveals  God;  for  man  by  his  intelligence  rises  above  na- 
ture, and  in  virtue  of  this  intelligence  is  conscious  of  himself  as  a 
power  not  only  independent  of,  but  opposed  to,  nature,  and  capable 
of  resisting,  conquering,  and  controlling  her.  As  man  has  a  living 
faith  in  this  power,  superior  to  nature,  which  dwells  in  him;  so 
has  he  a  belief  in  God,  a  feeling,  an  experience  of  his  existence. 
As  he  does  not  believe  in  this  power,  so  does  he  not  believe  in 
God;  he  sees,  he  experiences  naught  in  existence  but  nature, — 
necessity,  —  fate."  8 

Such  is  the  comparative  importance  of  the  sciences  of  mind  and 

of  matter  in  relation  to  the  interests  of  religion. 

These  uses  of  Psy-      gut  it  may  be  said,  how  great  soever  be  the 

^teTbyth^ch^HM  value  of  PhilosoPhy  in  this  respect,  were  man 
revelation.  left  to  rise  to  the  divinity  by  the  unaided  ex- 

ercise of  his  faculties,  this  value  is  superseded 
under  the  Christian  dispensation,  the  Gospel  now  assuring  us  of 


1  Kritik  der  praktischth  Vcrnunft.  Beschluss.  world  of  Matter,*  in  contrast  to  the  world  of 

Quoted  in  Discussions^  p  310. — Ed.  Intelligence.]  —  Oral     Interpolation)    supplied 

3  [In  the  philosophy  of  Germany,  Natur  and  from  Reid%s  Works,  p.  216-  —  Ed. 

its  correlatives,  whether  of  (J reek  or  Latin  3  Von  den  Gffttlichen  Dingm.     Wrrke,  iii.  p. 

derivation,  are,  in  general,  expressive  of  the  424-26.  —  Ed. 
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all  and  more  than  all  philosophy  could  ever  warrant  us  in  surmis- 
ing. It  is  true,  indeed,  that  in  Revelation  there  is  contained  a 
great  complement  of  truths  of  which  natural  reason  could  afford 
us  no  knowledge  or  assurance,  but  still  the  importance  of  mental 
science  to  theology  has  not  become  superfluous  in  Christianity ;  for 
whereas  anterior  to  Revelation,  religion  rises  out  of  psychology  as 
a  result,  subsequently  to  revelation,  it  supposes  a  genuine  philos- 
ophy of  mind  as  the  condition  of  its  truth.  This  is  at  once  mani- 
fest. Revelation  is  a  revelation  to  man  and  concerning  man;  and 
man  is  only  the  object  of  revelation,  inasmuch  as  he  is  a  moral,  a 
free,  a  responsible  being.  The  Scriptures  are  replete  with  testi- 
monies to  our  natural  liberty;  and  it  is  the  doctrine  of  every 
Christian  church,  that  man  was  originally  created  with  a  will  capa- 
ble equally  of  good  as  of  evil,  though  this  will,  subsequently  to  the 
fall,  has  lost  much  of  its  primitive  liberty.  Christianity  thus,  by 
universal  confession,  supposes  as  a  condition  the  moral  nature  of 
its  object ;  and  if  some  individual  theologians  be  found  who  have 
denied  to  man  a  higher  liberty  than  a  machine,  this  is  only  another 
example  of  the  truth,  that  there  is  no  opinion  which  has  been  una- 
ble to  find  not  only  its  champions  but  its  martyrs.  The  differ- 
ences which  divide  the  Christian  churches  on  this  question,  regard 
only  the  liberty  of  man  in  certain  particular  relations,  for  fatalism, 
or  a  negation  of  human  responsibility  in  general,  is  equally  hostile 
to  the  tenets  of  the  Calvinist  and  Arminian. 

In  these  circumstances  it  is  evident,  that  he  who  disbelieves  the 
moral  agency  of  man  must,  in  consistency  with  that  opinion,  disbe- 
lieve Christianity.  And  therefore  inasmuch  as  Philosophy,  —  the 
Philosophy  of  Mind,  —  scientifically  establishes  the  proof  of  human 
liberty,  philosophy,  in  this,  as  in  many  other  relations  not  now  to 
be  considered,  is  the  true  preparative  and  best  aid  of  an  enlightened 
Christian  Theology. 


LECTURE    III. 

THE  NATURE  AND  COMPREHENSION  OF  PHILOSOPHY. 

I  have  been  in  the  custom  of  delivering  sometimes  together, 
more  frequently  in .  alternate  years,  two  systematic  courses  of  lec- 
tures,— the  one  on  Psychology,  that  is,  the  science  which  is  con* 
vereant  about  the  phenomena  of  mind  in  general,  —  the  other  on 
Logic,  that  is,  the  science  of  the  laws  regulating  the  manifestation 
and  legitimacy  of  the  highest  faculty  of  Cognition,  —  Thought, 
strictly  so  denominated — the  faculty  of  Relations,  —  the  Under- 
standing proper.  As  first,  or  initiative,  courses  of  philosophy, — 
each  has  its  peculiar  advantages ;  and  I  know  not,  in  truth,  which 
I  should  recommend  a  student  to  commence  with.  What,  however, 
I  find  it  expedient  to  premise  to  each  is  an  Introduction,  in  which 
the  nature  and  general  relations  of  philosophy  are  explained,  and  a 
summary  view  taken  of  the  faculties  (particularly  the  Cognitive 
faculties),  of  mind. 

In  the  ensuing  course,  we  shall  be  occupied  with  the  General 
Philosophy  of  Mind. 

You  are,  then,  about  to  commence  a  course  of  philosophical  dis- 
cipline, — for  Psychology  is  preeminently  a  phil- 

What  Philosophy  is.  *  •     i       •  y^  •     *i         /»  i     « 

oaophical  science.  It  is  therefore  proper,  before 
proceeding  to  a  consideration  of  the  special  objects  of  our  course, 
that  you  should  obtain  at  least  a  general  notion  of  what  philosophy 
is.  But  in  affording  you  this  information,  it  is  evident  that  there  lie 
considerable  difficulties  in  the  way.  For  the  definition,  and  the 
divisions  of  philosophy  are  the  results  of  a  lofty  generalization  from 
particulars,  of  which  particulars  you  are,  or  must  be  presumed  to 
be,  still  ignorant.  You  cannot,  therefore,  it  is  manifest,  be  made 
adequately  to  comprehend,  in  the  commencement  of  your  philo- 
sophical studies,  notions  which  these  studies  themselves  are  in- 
tended to  enable  you  to  understand.  But  although  you  cannot  at 
once  obtain  a  full  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  philosophy,  it  is 
desirable  that  you  should  be  enabled  to  form  at  least  some  vague 
conception  of  the  road  you  are  about  to  travel,  and  of  the  point  to 
which  it  will  conduct  you.    I  must,  therefore,  beg  that  you  will,  for 
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the  present,  hypothetically  believe,  —  believe  upon  authority,— 
what  you  may  not  now  adequately  understand;  but  this  only  to 
the  end  that  you  may  not  hereafter  be  under  the  necessity  of  tak- 
ing any  conclusion  upon  trust.  Nor  is  this  temporary  exaction  of 
credit  peculiar  to  philosophical  education.  In  the  order  of  nature, 
belief  always  precedes  knowledge,  —  it  is  the  condition  of  instruc- 
tion. The  child  (as  observed  by  Aristotle)  must  believe,  in  order 
that  he  may  learn ; l  and  even  the  primary  facts  of  intelligence,  — 
the  facts  which  precede,  as  they  afford  the  conditions  of,  all  knowl- 
edge, —  would  not  be  original  were  they  revealed  to  us  under  any 
other  form  than  that  of  natural  or  necessary  beliefs.  Without 
further  preamble,  therefore,  I  shall  now  endeavor  to  afford  you  some 
general  notion  of  what  philosophy  is.2 
In  doing  this,  there  are  two  questions  to  be  answered :  —  1st, 
What  is  the  meaning  of  the  name?  and,  2d, 
irardin  ^wiwphJT  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  thing  f  An  answer 
to  the  former  question  is  afforded  in  a  nominal 
definition  of  the  term  philosophy,  and  in  a  history  of  its  employ- 
ment and  application. 

In  regard  to  the  etymological  signification  of  the  word,  you  are 
aware  that  Philosophy  is  a  term  of  Greek  origin 
philosophy  ~  the      —that  it  is  a  compound  of  #Xos,  a  lover  or 
friend,  and  <roo>ta,3  wisdom  —  speculative  wis- 
dom.    Philosophy  is  thus,  literally,  a  love  of  wisdom.    But  if  the 
grammatical  meaning  of  the  word  be  unambiguous,  the  history  of 
its  application  is,  I  think,  involved  in  considerable  doubt.    Accord- 
ing   to  the    commonly  received    account,  the 
commonly  referred      aesignation  of  philosopher  (lover  or  suitor  of 

toPythagoras.  .    ®  £  L  *  * 

wisdom)  was  nrst  assumed  and  applied  by 
Pythagoras  ;  whilst  of  the  occasion  and  circumstances  of  its  assump- 
tion, we  have  a  story  by  Cicero,4  on  the  authority  of  Heraclides 
Ponticus  ;5  and  by  Diogenes  Laertius,  in  one  place,6  on  the  authority 

1  Soph.  Eleneh.  o.  2.— Ed.  or*  oh  rh  caf&p&mvay  aya&k  farQuciv.     *H 

2  On  comprehension  of  Philosophy  inter  ft}  <Pp6yr)Cis  wtpl  t&  av&pvmva,  teal  ircpl,  aw 
Antiquos,  see  Brandis,  (resckiekte  der  PhUoso*  t<m  BovKtwraxr^au.  From  the  long  commeu- 
phie,  etc.,  vol.  i.  $  6,  p.  7,  seq.  tary  of  Eustratius,  the  following  extract  will 

8  Xo<pia  in  Greek,  though  sometimes  used  be  sufficient :  *AAXA  rb  r4\os  rod  aofov  ^ 

in  a  wide  sense,  like  the  term  viw  applied  to  bcopia  rrjs  aM&ttas  itrrl,  teat  %  rod  6vros 

skill  in  handicraft,  yet  properly  denoted  spec-  KardKr^is'    ovxl   M  ri   vpwerbv   ayc&6v. 

ulatire,  not  practical  wisdom  or  prudence.  Upcucrby  ydp  hvriv  aya&bv  rb  ttb  irpf£|ca>? 

See  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nie.  lib.  vi.  c.  7,  with  the  Karop&otptvov,  bevpia  5i  vpd^ws  trtpa* — 

commentary  of  Eustratius.  [Aib  Ava$ay6pw,  Ed-                                     I    . 

Kal  €>a\TJv  Kal  robs  roiotrovs,  <ro$ov$  y*v%  4  Tuse.  Quart,  lib.  v.  c.  8. 

<ppov'fjLOvs  o"  off  (pauriy   thai,  Bray  tBcMriv  6  Heraclides  Ponticus— scholar   both    of 

ayvoovvras  ra  <rvfi(p4poud*  lavrots'  koJ  irep-  Plato  and  of  Aristotle. 

trrit  pkv,  Kal  ^aufuurrh,  Kal  xa\rtr&,  Kal  «  Lib.  1. 12. 
Baupdyia  clStvai  aurovs  <pcurivy  axpr}<rra  6", 
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of  Heraclides,  and  in  another,1  on  that  of  Sosicrates,  —  although  it 
is  doubtful  whether  the  word  Sosicrates  be  not  in  the  second  pas- 
sage a  corrupted  lection  for  Heraclides;'  in  which  case  the  whole 
probability  of  the  story  will  depend  upon  the  trustworthiness  of 
Heraclides  alone,  for  the  comparatively  recent  testimony  of  Iam- 
blichus,  in  his  Life  of  Pythagoras,  must  go  for 

The    intervtew    of        nothing#      Ag  ^  by  Cicer0,  it  is  as  follows  :  — 
Pythagoras  and  Leon.  °  J  ' 

Pythagoras  once  upon  a  time  (says  the  Roman 
orator),  having  come  to  Phlius,  a  city  of  Peloponnesus,  displayed, 
in  a  conversation  which  he  had  with  Leon,  who  then  governed 
that  city,  a  range  of  knowledge  so  extensive,  that  the  prince, 
admiring  his  eloquence  and  ability,  inquired  to  what  art  he  had 
principally  devoted  himself.  Pythagoras  answered,  that  he  pro- 
fessed no  art,  and  was  simply  a  philosopher.  Leon,  struck  by  the 
novelty  of  the  name,  again  inquired  who  were  the  philosophers,  and 
in  what  they  differed  from  other  men.  Pythagoras  replied,  that 
human  life  seemed  to  resemble  the  great  fair,  held  on  occasion  of 
those  solemn  games  which  all  Greece  met  to  celebrate.  For  some, 
exercised  in  athletic  contests,  resorted  thither  in  quest  of  glory  and 
the  crown  of  victory ;  while  a  greater  number  flocked  to  them  in 
order  to  buy  and  sell,  attracted  by  the  love  of  gain.  There  were  a 
few,  however,  —  and  they  were  those  distinguished  by  their  liber- 
ality and  intelligence,  —  who  came  from  no  motive  of  glory  or  of 
gain,  but  simply  to  look  about  them,  and  to  take  note  of  what  was 
done,  and  in  what  manner.  So  likewise,  continued  Pythagoras,  we 
men  all  make  our  entrance  into  this  life  on  our  departure  from 
another.  Some  are  here  occupied  in  the  pursuit  of  honors,  others 
in  the  search  of  riches ;  a  few  there  are  who,  indifferent  to  all  else, 
devote  themselves  to  an  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  things.  Theses 
then,  are  they  whom  I  call  students  of  wisdom,  for  such  is  meant  by 
philosopher. 

Pythagoras  was  a  native  of  Samos,  and  flourished  about  560  years 
before  the  advent  of  Christ,3 — about  130  years 

Rests  on   doubtful        before  ^  h{nh  q{  p^    %Heraclides  and  gogi. 
authority. 

crates,  the  two  vouchers  of  this  story, —  if  Sosi- 
crates be  indeed  a  voucher,  —  lived  long  subsequently  to  the  age 
of  Pythagoras;  and  the  former  is,  moreover,  confessed  to  have 
been  an  egregious  fabulist.     From  the  principal  circumstances  of 

1  Lib.  riil.  8.  B.  C.  640-610,  in  the  times  of  Polyorate*  and 

8  See    Menage,    Commentary  on   Laertius,  Tarquintas  Buperbus  (Clinton,  F.  H,  610.) 

rUL  8.  His  birth  it  usually  placed  in  the  49th  Olym- 

3  The  exact  dates  of  the  birth  and  death  of  piad  (B.  C.  684).   See  Brandis,  Geseh.  der  Phil. 

Pythagoras  are  uncertain.  Nearly  all  author-  vol.  I.  p.  422;  Zeller,  Phil,  der  Griechen.,  vol.  i. 

ftfes,  however,  are  agreed  that  he  "flourished"  p.  217, 2d  ed. — Ed. 
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his  life,  mentioned  by  Laertius  after  older  authors,  and  from  the 
fragments  we  possess  of  the  works  of  Heraclides, — in  short,  from 
all  opinions,  ancient  and  modern,  we  learn  that  he 1  waa  at  onoe 
credulous  and  deceitful,  —  a  dupe  and  an  impostor.  The  anecdote, 
therefore,  rests  on  very  slender  authority.  It  is  probable,  I  think, 
that  Socrates  was  the  first  who  adopted,  or,  at  least,  the  first  who 
familiarized,  the  expression.*  It  was  natural  that 
Socrates  pobaMy  the      ^e  g^o^id  \^  anxious  to  contradistinguish  him- 

firet  to  familiarise  the  -    -  ,        Q         .  f  ,  ,   x     7         , 

term  self  from  the   Sophists,   (01  oxxfcx,  ol  cro^urrcu, 

sophistse),  literally,  the  wise  men  ;3  and  no  term 
could  more  appropriately  ridicule  the  arrogance  of  these  pretend- 
ers, or  afford  a  happier  contrast  to  their  haughty  designation,  than 
that  of  philosopher  (L  e.,  the  lover  of  wisdom) ;  and,  at  the  same 
time,  it  is  certain  that  the  substantives  ifuXoo-wjUa  and  o^\6Vroo>o$, 
first  appear  in  the  writings  of  the  Socratic  school.4  It  is  true,  in- 
deed, that  the  verb  o>tWoo>€iv  is  found  in  Hero- 

u^S*1"*0***1*  dotViSi in  the  addre88  hY  Croesus  to  Solon  ;*  and 
that  too  in  a  participial  form,  to  designate  the  lat- 
ter as  a  man  who  had  travelled  abroad  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring 
knowledge,  (a*  <f>iXocro<f>€o)v  yrjv  7ToXXtjv  &€topirfi  €iV€K€V  hr&yXvSaq). 
It  is,  therefore,  not  impossible  that,  before  the  time  of  Socrates, 
those  who  devoted  themselves  to  the  pursuit  of  the  higher  branches 
of  knowledge,  were  occasionally  designated  philosophers :  but  it  is 
far  more  probable  that  Socrates  and  his  school  first  appropriated 
the  term  as  a  distinctive  appellation ;  and  that  the  word  philosophy, 
in  consequence  of  this  appropriation,  came  to  be  employed  for  the 
complement  of  all  higher  knowledge,  and,  more  especially,  to  denote 
the  science  conversant  about  the  principles  or  causes  of  existence. 
The  term  philosophy,  I  may  notice,  which  was  originally  assumed 
in  modesty,  soon  lost  its  Socratic  and  etymological  signification, 
and  returned  to  the  meaning  of  axxfUa,  or  wisdom.  Quintilian'  calls 
it  nomen  insolentissimum  ;  Seneca/  nomen  invidiosum  ;  Epictetus* 

1  Compare  Meiners,  Gesckiakte  der  Wisten-     Journal  of  OauUal  and  Sacrod  Philology 9  rol.  i. 
ttchaflm  in   GrUchenland  und  Rom,  vol.  i.  p.      p.  182.  —  E». 
118;  andKrag.  Lexikon,  rol.  ill.  p.  211.  —  Ed.        4  See  especially  Plato,  Fhadnu,  p.  278:  — 

one  of  the  Hlppoeratio  writings  whloh  is  man-       ,    ~    i     /_  *    j      J       /         *_ 

ItMly  wrlZ;**  of  d«r«,b«qu«.t  to  J*1*    '"i"?    !£J%2'7T!*JpU 

,.      '  .  v     -    '      .        __, ™*  Compare  also  the  description  of  the  phjloso- 

the  lather  of  medicine.    Hippocrates  was  an  .      ,    ..     _                     «,.                „, 

-rfw  «„(,,„«„,„  „*a^JuT  irh.^^  Pher  in  the  Symposium,  p.  204,  as  fura£h  <rs» 

early  contemporary  of  Soerates.  JTheexpres-  ,  -    ^  a^ofr.  -Ed. 


don  occurs  in  the  Utpl  Efoxif/tuMtfrip,  Opera 
—QmartaOauu,  p,  41,  ed.  Venice,  1688.— Kd.) 


6  Lib.  i.  80. 
6  Inst.  Oral.  Frocsm. 
3  Perhaps  rather  "  the  Professors  of  Wis-        r  Epist.  v. 
dom,"    See  an  able  paper  by  Mr.  Cope  in  the       «  Entk.  c  68,  ed.  Wolf ;  40  ed.  Sohweigb, 
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counsels  his  scholars  not  to  call  themselves  "Philosophers;"  and 
proud  is  one  of  the  most  ordinary  epithets  with  which  philosophy  is 
now  associated.  Thus  Campbell,  in  his  Address  to  the  Rainbow, 
says: 

"  I  ask  not  proud  philosophy 
To  tell  me  what  thou  art." 

So  much  for  the  name  signifying ;  we  proceed  now  to  the  thing 
signified.  Were  I  to  detail  to  you  the  various 
tbta^ Jts^tfiniti the  definitions1  of  philosophy  which  philosophers 
have  promulgated — far  more,  were  I  to  explain 
the  grounds  on  which  the  author  of  each  maintains  the  exclusive 
adequacy  of  his  peculiar  definition  —  I  should,  in  the  present  stage 
of  your  progress,  only  perplex  and  confuse  you.  Philosophy,  for 
example, — and  I  select  only  a  few  specimens  of  the  more  illustri- 
ous definitions,  —  philosophy  has  been  defined:  —  The  science  of 
things  divine  and  human,  and  of  the  causes  in  which  they  are  con- 
tained;9—  The  science  of  effects  by  their  causes;3 — The  science 
of  sufficient  reasons;4 — The  science  of  things  possible,  inasmuch 
as  they  are  possible;5 — The  science  of  things,  evidently  deduced 
from  first  principles;6 — The  science  of  truths,  sensible  and  ab- 
stract;7—  The  application  of  reason  to  its  legitimate  objects;8  — 
The  science  of  the  relations  of  all  knowledge  to  the  necessary  ends 
of  human  reason;9 — The  science  of  the  original  form  of  the  ego 
or  mental  self;10  —  The  science  of  science;11  —  The  science  of  the 

1  Vide  Gassendi,  i.  p.  1,  *q.;  Denzinger,  4  Leibnitz,  quoted  by  Mazure,  Coun  de  Phii- 
hutit.  Log.  i.  p.  40:  Scheidler's  Eneyclop.  pp.  osophie,  torn.  1.  p.  2;  see  also  Wenzel,  EUmenta 
66, 75;  Weiss,  Log.  p.  8j  Schdblerns,  Op.  Log.  Phtlosopkia,  torn.  1.  §  7.  Cf.  Leibnitz,  Lettm 
Lp.ljMq.  entre  Leibnitz  et  Clarket   Opera,  p.  778,  (ed. 

2  Cicero,  De  Officii*,  ii.  2.    Nee  qoidquam  Erd.)  — Ed. 

■Mud  est  phllceophta,  si  interpreter!  veils,        *  Wolf,  ThUooophia  Rationalis,  $  29.— Ed. 

qnam  stadium  sapiential.     Sspientia  atrtem        «  Descartes,  Principia,  Epistola  Author)*, 

est,   (at  a  veteribns  philosophis  definitum  Cf.  Wolf.  Phil.  Rat.  $  38.  —  Ed. 

est),  rsrom  divinaram  et  humanarum,  causa*        7  Condillac,  VArt  de  Raisonner,  Cows,  torn. 

rumque  quibus  ha  res  continentur,  scientia.  ill.  p.  8,  (ed.  1780).    Cf  Clemens  Alex.,  Strom. 

Cf.  Tuse.  Qwest,  iv.  28,  v.  8.    De  Fin.  ii.  12;  rill.  8,  p.  782.    ^  8«  ray  <pi\oc6<pvv  xparyfut- 

Seneca,  Epist.  80;  Pseudo-Flo  tarch,  De  Plae.  r<la  **pi  rt  t*  voiyuvra  koX  rk  torotcetfieira 

tkilos.  Frooem.:  ol  fikv  ohr  Srorfkol  t<t>atrav  Karaylvrrai.  —  Ed. 

tV  /A*  cotfaat  ttvm  Mwp  re  not  fahpwiti-        8  Compare  Tennemann,  Gesehichu  der  Phu- 

new  hnarliw  tV  9c  <pt\o<To<plcwy  tunay  osophie,  Einleitang,  *  13  —  Ed. 

99  r4x*V*  **rrr}t*i6v.     Cf.  Plato,  Pkadrus,        9  Kant,  Kritik  der  reinen  Vernunft,  Method* 

p.  25S;  Rep.  ri.  p.  486.— Ed.  enlehre,  o.  8;  Krug,  Phtiosophuehe*  Lankan, 

*  Hobbes,    Compmuuio  rive   Logiea,  c.   1;  iii.  p.  218.  —  Ed. 
Phflosophia  est  eflectaum  sire  Ptuenomenan        10  Krug,  PMlosopkuchet  Lexikon,  iii.  p.  218. 

ex  eoneeptis  eornm  causis  sen  generation ibns,  The  definition  is  substantially  Ficbte's.    See 

et  rnrsos  generationnm  que  esse  possant,  ex  bis  Gnmdlage  dot  Gesammten  Wisteneekaftt- 

eognitis eflectibus per  rectam  ratiocinationem  Ukrrn,  (TCrfet,  i  p.  288);  and  his  Ztoeite  Einlri- 

acquisita  cognitio.    Cf.  Ariel  Metaph.  i.  1.  tung  in  die  WutsenschaflsUhre,{Werke,  i.  p.  615) 

tV  orona(on4rr)y   awplatt  »epi  ra  irpwra  —  Ed. 

tSrta  sal  ria  Afxta  hro\afi0C9OV9i  rdvrcs.         U  Ficbte,  Uber  den  Begriff  der  Wistenckojls- 

—  ED.  Ukre,  *  1  ( Werke,  i.  45 )—  E*. 
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absolute ;  —  The  science  of  the  absolute  indifference  of  the  ideal 
and  real8  —  or,  The  identity  of  identity  and  non-identity,  etc.,  etc' 
All  such  definitions  are  (if  not  positively  erroneous),  either  so  vague 
that  they  afford  no  precise  knowledge  of  their  object ;  or  they  are 
so  partial,  that  they  exclude  what  they  ought  to  comprehend ;  or 
they  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  supply  no  preliminary  informa- 
tion, and  are  only  to  be  understood,  (if  ever,)  after  a  knowledge 
has  been  acquired  of  that  which  they  profess  to  explain.  It  is,  in- 
deed, perhaps  impossible,  adequately  to  define  philosophy.  For 
what  is  to  be  defined  comprises  what  cannot  be  included  in  a 
single  definition.  For  philosophy  is  not  regarded  from  a  single 
point  of  view, — it  is  sometimes  considered  as  theoretical, — that  is, 
in  relation  to  man  as  a  thinking  and  cognitive  intelligence ;  some- 
times as  practical,  —  that  is,  in  relation  to  man  as  a  moral  agent ; 
—  and  sometimes,  as  comprehending  both  theory  and  practice. 
Again,  philosophy  may  either  be  regarded  objectively,  that  is,  as  a 
complement  of  truths  known ;  or  subjectively,  —  that  is,  as  a  habit 
or  quality  of  the  mind  knowing.  In  these  circumstances,  I  shall 
not  attempt  a  definition  of  philosophy,  but  shall  endeavor  to  accom- 
plish the  end  which  every  definition  proposes, — make  you  under- 
stand, as  precisely  as  the  unprecise  nature  of  the  object-matter  per- 
mits, what  is  meant  by  philosophy,  and  what  are  the  sciences  it 
properly  comprehends  within  its  sphere. 

As  a  matter  of  history  I  may  here,  however,  parenthetically  men- 
tion, that  in  Greek  antiquity  there  were  in  all 
Definition*  in  Greek      ^  <jef5nftions  of  philosophy  which  obtained 

antiquity. 

celebrity.  On  these  collectively  there  are  ex- 
tant various  treatises.  Among  the  commentators  of  Aristotle*,  that 
of  Ammonius  Hermise4  is  the  oldest;  and  the  fullest  is  one  by  an 
anonymous  author,  lately  published  by  Dr.  Cramer  in  the  fourth 
volume  of  his  Anecdota  Gfrceca  Parisiensia?  Of  the  six,  the  first 
and  second  define  philosophy  from  its  object  matter, — that  which 
it  is  about;  the  third  and  fourth,  from  its  end,  —  that  for  the  sake 
of  which  it  is ;  the  fifth,  from  its  relative  preeminence ;  and  the 
sixth,  from  its  etymology. 

1  Bohelling,  Vom  Ith  als  Prineip  ier  PMoso-  mentartus,  p.  I.  (ed.  Aid.)  Giren  In  part  by 
P*fc,  H  6>  9 ;  King,  Lexikon,  itt.  p.  SIS. — Ed.       Brandis,  Scholia  in  Arisrotelem,  p.  9.  —  Ed. 

5  P.  889.    Extracted  also  in  part  by  Brandis, 

S  Scbelling,  Bruno,  p.  206  (2d  ed.)  Ct  PW-  g^^  tn  jrUtotelem,  p.  6.  This  commentary 
osopku  der  Nairn,  EhUettuag,  p.  64,  and  Zos-  to conjectured  by  Val.  Rote  (De  AHstoulis  Lib- 
aU«rEinle*ung,p.  66-88(2d  ed.)-**.  mtm  q^  et  Auetoritate,  p.  248)  to  be  the 

t  Hegel,  Logik,  lWcrket  iii.  p.  64.)-Ei>.  woifcofOlympiodonis.  The  definitions  quoted 

^   »~«    'l  *  in  the  text  are  giren  by  ItotMt,  Chiliads,  x. 

4  JumiM  in  fMMfiif  t?0Cis  jwj»§?u  Com-     fffW)    ~  Bn 
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The  first  of  these  definitions  of  philosophy  is,  —  "the  knowledge 
of  things  existent  as  existent," — (yvuxris  tw  oVtw  y  ovra.)1 

The  second  is —  "the  knowledge  of  things  divine  and  human, — " 
(yvuxris  $£Ui>v  km  &v$pt07rtvwv  irpayjjuxrw.)2  These  are  both  from  the 
object-matter;  and  both  were  referred  to  Pythagoras. 

The  third  and  fourth,  the  two  definitions  of  philosophy  from  its 
end,  are,  again,  both  taken  from  Plato.  Of  these  the  third  is, — 
"philosophy  is  a  meditation  of  death,"  (jjuXattj  ^ovarov;)*  the  fourth 
—  u  philosophy  is  a  resembling  of  the  Deity  in  so  far  as  that  is  com- 
petent to  man,  (o/iotuMrts  &<ji  Jtara  to  ©Warov  ivSpwry,)* 

The  fifth,  that  from  its  preeminence,  was  borrowed  from  Aris- 
totle, and  defined  philosophy  "the  art  of  arts,  and  science  of 
sciences,"  (tc^i^  riyy&v  koi  hrum/yMf  hrumnuav.y 

Finally,  the  sixth,  that  from  the  etymology,  was  like  the  first  and 
second,  carried  up  to  Pythagoras — it  defined  philosophy  "the  love 
of  wisdom,"  (<f>t\ia  <ro^ta?.)6 

To  these  a  seventh  and  even  an  eighth  were  sometimes  added, — 
but  the  seventh  was  that  by  the  physicians  who  defined  medicine 
the  philosophy  of  bodies,  (iarpucrj  eWi  o>cAotroo>ta  cruytaraiv) ;  and  phil- 
osophy, the  medicine  of  souls,  (<f>Ouxro<f>ia  hrrlv  Iarpucrj  uVu^)/  This 
was  derided  by  the  philosophers ;  as,  to  speak  with  Homer,  being 
an  exchange  of  brass  for  gold,  and  of  gold  for  brass,  (xp&rca  yaX* 
Ktuav) ;  and  as  defining  the  more  known  by  the  less  known. 

The  eighth  is  from  an  expression  of  Plato,  who,  in  the  Thess- 
tetus,*  calls  philosophy  "the  greatest  music,"  (fxeytorrj  /tovo-uc^,) 
meaning  thereby  the  harmony  of  the  rational,  irascible,  and  appe- 
tent,  parts  of  the  soul,  (Aoyos,  Svfios,  eVtdv/ua). 

But  to  return :  All  philosophy  is  knowledge,  but  all  knowledge 
is  not  philosophy.    Philosophy  is,  therefore,  a  kind  of  knowledge. 

1  Ct  Arfat  Metaph.  Hi.  1. —Ed.  aaAi*4  y*  )  tsV  atri&v  hwfntru^  pAXXop. 

i  See  ante,  p.  36,  note  2.  —  Ed.  .  .  .  cfhe  rijs  rotavrrjf  foAnv  xph  yotrt(*t* 

3  Pfuzdo,  p.  80 :  rovro  5i  obtil*  $X\o  iarhr  rifu»r4pajr  ^  yhp  foundry  Kal  ri/uMrraVq. 
tl  hp&ms  tyXooofowra  Kal  ry  6m  r&vayai  Ct.  Etk.  Ntc.  vi.  7 :  Brj\or  tiri  i)  airptjSc  proVi) 
tuXrrnra  faBlm'  4)  ob  tout'  a*  «fc)  fi*\ern  h»  rt$¥  hnarmtmv  «fij  ^  cwpla.  The  nearest 
dararotr ;  Ct  Cicero  Tuse.  Qwest,  i.  80;  Mac-  approach  to  a  definition  of  Philosophy  in  the 
robins,  In  Som.&ipionis,  i.  IS;  Damascene,  5Utaphysies  fa  ln  A  minOTy  c. ,.  Qp^,  y  ^ 
DiaUcUca,  c.  &     Ed.  ^  ^  Kaxu<rbax  rty  <f>i\oco<t>iap  t*wt4\ia\v 

4  Th*«t*tustp.  176:  8<o  ko!  Tcipcur&cu  xph  rys  iXnfoias.—ED. 
itsQtv&t  Ik  tier*  (pevytw  oti  rdx^rra'  Qvyii  e  See  onto,  p.  46.— Ed. 

6«  6fio(wru  &€#  Kara,  rb  WotoV.— Ed.  t  Anon,  apud  Cramer,  Anecdote,  iv.  p.  818; 

5  The  anonymous  commentator  quotes  this     Brandla,  Scholia,  p.  7.— Ed. 

an  a  passage  from  the  Metaphysics.    It  does  *  So  quoted  by  the  commentator;  but  the 

not  occur  literally,  but  the  sense  is  substaa-  passage  oecure  in  the  Phado,  p  61.    Kal  ifuA 

tislly  that  expressed  In  Book  1.  c.  2.    A/tpi-  obrv  rb  4vvmnow  oxcp  Urpvrrov^  rovro  ivi- 

piffrartu  &  r£y  faurryfMiv  at  /juaXiara  r&v  jrcActfcu',  fiovcuc^v  roictv,  &s  <pi\o<ro<pias 

WD&rter  •fob  .  .  .  'AAAa  jri^r  teal  Z&oiar-  |ts>  ofaar  jiryfcrnfj  powrucrjs.  —  Ed. 
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Whaty  then,  is  philosophical  knowledge,  and  how  is  it  discriminated 

from  knowledge  in  general  ?    We  are  endowed 

Philosophical  and      -     our  Creator  ^^  certain  faculties  of  observa- 

empirical  knowledge.  .  ,  .   ,  ,  ,  ~ 

tion,  which  enable  us  to  become  aware  of  cer- 
tain appearances  or  phenomena.  These  faculties  may  be  stated, 
as  two,  —  Sense,  or  External  Perception,  and  Self-Consciousness 
or  Internal  Perception ;  and  these  faculties  severally  afford  us  the 
knowledge  of  a  different  series  of  phenomena.  Through  our 
senses,  we  apprehend  what  exists,  or  what  occurs,  in  the  external 
or  material  world ;  by  our  self-consciousness,1  we  apprehend  what 
is,  or  what  occurs,  in  the  internal  world,  or  world  of  thought. 
What  is  the  extent,  and  what  the  certainty,  of  the  knowledge 
acquired  through  sense  and  self-consciousness,  we  do  not  at  present 
consider.  It  is  now  sufficient  that  the  simple  fact  be  admitted,  that 
we  do  actually  thus  know;  and  that  fact  is  so  manifest,  that  it 
requires,  I  presume,  at  my  hands,  neither  proof  nor  illustration. 
The  information  which  we  thus  receive, — that  certain  phenomena 

are,  or  have  been,  is  called  Historical,  or  Empir- 
Empirical  knowi-      .^  knowledge.8    It  is  called  historical,  because, 

in  this  knowledge,  we  know  only  the  fact,  only 
that  the  phenomenon  is ;  for  history  is  properly  only  the  narration 
of  a  consecutive  series  of  phenomena  in  time,  or  the  description  of 
a  coexistent  series  of  phenomena  in  space.  Civil  history  is  an  ex- 
ample of  the  one ;  natural  history,  of  the  other.  It  is  called  empir- 
ical or  experiential,  if  we  might  use  that  term,  because  it  is  given 
us  by  experience  or  observation,  and  not  obtained  as  the  result  of 

inference  or  reasoning.  I  may  notice,  by  paren- 
•JSS."      thesiMhat  yon  must  discharge  ftom  your  mind. 

the  by-meaning  accidentally  associated  with  the 
word  empiric  or  empirical,  in  common  English.  This  term  is  with 
us  more  familiarly  used  in  reference  to  medicine,  and  from  its  fortu- 
itous employment  in  that  science,  in  a  certain  sense,  the  word  empir- 
ical has  unfortunately  acquired,  in  our  language,  a  one-sided  and  an 
unfavorable  meaning.  Of  the  origin  of  this  meaning  many  of  you 
may  not  be  aware.  You  are  aware,  however,  that  tywrecpux  is  the 
Greek  term  for  experience,  and  c/z7r«puc6*  an  epithet  applied  to  one 
who  uses  experience.  Now,  among  the  Greek  physicians,  there  arose 
a  sect  who,  professing  to  employ  experience  alone  to  the  exclusion 
of  generalization,  analogy,  and  reasoning,  denominated  themselves 
distinctively  ol  tfimipucot — the  Empirics.  The  opposite  extreme  was 
adopted  by  another  sect,  who,  rejecting  observation,  founded  their 

l  On  the  place  and  sphere  of  Coneoionaneea,        s  Brandia,  Gttchicku  der  Phtiosopku,  vol.  L 
aeeDiaci«*oiu,  p.47.— Ed.  p.  2.    [Cf.  Woli;  FkiL  Rat.  $8.— ED.] 
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doctrine  exclusively  on  reasoning  and  theory; — and  these  called 
themselves  ot/i^o&icot — or  Methodists.  A  third  school,  of  whom 
Galen  was  the  head,  opposed  equally  to  the  two  extreme  sects  of 
the  Empirics  and  of  the  Methodists,  and,  availing  themselves  both 
of  experience  and  reasoning,  were  styled  6L  ooy/umxot — the  Dog- 
matists, or  rational  physicians.1  A  keen  controversy  arose;  the 
Empirics  were  defeated;  they  gradually  died  out;  and  their  doc- 
trine, of  which  nothing  is  known  to  us,  except  through  the  writings 
of  their  adversaries,2  has  probably  been  painted  in  blacker  colors 
than  it  deserved.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  the  word  was  first 
naturalized  in  English,  at  a  time  when  the  Galenic  works  were  of 
paramount  authority  in  medicine,  as  a  term  of  medical  import—* 
of  medical  reproach ;  and  the  collateral  meaning,  which  it  had  acci- 
dentally obtained  in  that  science,  was  associated  with  an  unfavor- 
able signification,  so  that  an  Empiric,  in  common  English,  has  been 
long  a  synonym  for  a  charlatan  or  quack-doctor,  and,  by  a  very 
natural  extension,  in  general,  for  any  ignorant  pretender  in  science. 
In  philosophical  language,  the  term  empirical  means  simply  what 
belongs  to,  or  is  the  product  of,  experience  or  observation,  and,  in 
contrast  to  another  term  afterwards  to  be  explained,  is  now  tech- 
nically in  general  use  through  every  other  country  of  Europe, 
Were  there  any  other  word  to  be  found  of  a  corresponding  signifi- 
cation in  English,  it  would  perhaps,  in  consequence  of  the  by-mean- 
ing attached  to  empirical,  be  expedient  not  to  employ  this  latter. 
But  there  is  not.  Experiential  is  not  in  common  use,  and  experi- 
mental only  designates  a  certain  kind  of  experience — viz.  that  in 
which  the  fact  observed  has  been  brought  about  by  a  certain  inten- 
tional prcarrangement  of  its  coefficients.    But  this  by  the  way. 

Returning,  then,  from  our  digression:  Historical  or  empirical 
knowledge  is  simply  the  knowledge  that  something  is.  Were  we 
to  use  the  expression,  the  knowledge  that,  it  would  sound  awkward 
and  unusual  in  our  modern  languages.  In  Greek,  the  most  philo- 
sophical of  all  tongues,  its  parallel,  however,  was  familiarly  em- 
ployed, more  especially  in  the  Aristotelio  philosophy,8  in  contrast 
to  another  knowledge  of  which  we  are  about  to  speak.  It  was 
called  the  to  on,  that  is,  17  yiwts  ori  &my.4    I  should  notice,  that 

1  See  Galen,  2k  Sectis,  c.  1,  and  the  Defini-  Xira.  rhv  ap&fibv  broettp  hrurrdft&a.     2fy- 

Honei  Media*  and  buroduetio  seu  Medicus,  as-  rovfity  8e  T*Vrapa,  to  5ri,  to  tooVi,  tt  (art, 

cribed  to  the  same  author;  Celsus,  Ds  JU  r(  &„>&.    These  were  distinguished  by  the 

Ihrfiea,  Pref.;  Dan.  Le  Clerc,  Histoire  He  la  j^tin  logicians  as  the  question**  sribiUs  and 

Mtdeant,  part  ii.f  lib.  ii.,  ch.  1  —lib.  iv.,  ch.  were  U8uany  rendered  quad  sit,  cur  sit,  an  sit, 

**  ~" ®»-  quid  sit.  —  Ed. 

3  Le  Clerc,  Wttoire  dt  la  JAidetine,  part  ii.f  4  This  expression  in  Latin,  at  least  in  Latin 

lfb.  ii,.  ch.  1. — Ed.  not  absolutely  barbarous,  can  only  be  trans- 

8  See  Anal.  Post.  ii.  1.    To  fyroAfitvd  iarur  lated  vaguely  by  an  accusative  and  an  inftni- 
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with  us,  the  knowledge  that,  is  commonly  called  the  knowledge  of 
the  foot.1     As  examples  of  empirical  knowledge,  take  the  facts, 
whether  known  on  our  own  experience  or  on  the  testified  experi- 
ence of  others,  —  that  a  stone  falls,-— that  smoke  ascends,  —  that 
the  leaves  bud  in  spring  and  fall  in  autumn,  —  that  such  a  book 
contains  such  a  passage, — that  such  a  passage  contains  such  an 
opinion,  —  that  Caesar,  that  Charlemagne,  that  Napoleon,  existed.* 
But  things  do  not  exist,  events  do  not  occur,  isolated,  —  apart  — 
by  themselves,  —  they  exist,  they  occur,  and  are 
Philosophical  knowi-      ^    ug  conceiYe<j  on]y  fo  connection.  Our  obser- 

edge  — what.  J  .  ,  , 

vation  affords  us  no  example  of  a  phenomenon 
which  is  not  an  effect ;  nay,  our  thought  cannot  even  realize  to  itself 
the  possibility  of  a  phenomenon  without  a  cause.  We  do  not  at 
present  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the  connection  of  effect  and 
cause,8-*  either  in  reality,  or  in  thought.  It  is  sufficient  for  our 
present  purpose  to  observe  that,  while,  by  the  constitution  of  our 
nature^  we  are  unable  to  conceive  anything  to  begin  to  be,  without 
referring  it  to  some  cause,  — still  the  knowledge  of  its  particular 
cause  is  not  involved  in  the  knowledge  of  any  particular  effect.  By 
this  necessity  which  we  are  under  of  thinking  some  cause  for  every 
phenomenon;  and  by  our  original  ignorance  of  what  particular 
causes  belong  to  what  particular  effects, — it  is  rendered  impossible 
for  us  to  acquiesce  in  the  mere  knowledge  of  the  fact  of  a  phenom- 
enon :  on  the  contrary,  we  are  determined,  —  we  are  necessitated, 
to  regard  each  phenomenon  as  only  partially  known,  until  we  dis- 
cover the  causes  on  which  it  depends  for  its  existence.  For  exam- 
ple, we  are  struck  with  the  appearance  in  the  heavens  called  a 
rainbow.  Think  we  cannot  that  this  phenomenon  has  no  cause, 
though  we  may  be  wholly  ignorant  of  what  that  cause  is.  Now, 
our  knowledge  of  the  phenomenon  as  a  mere  fact,  —  as  a  mere 
isolated  event,  —  does  not  content  us;  we  therefore  set  about  an 
inquiry  into  the  cause,  —  which  the  constitution  of  our  mind  com- 


thre,  for  yon  are  probably  aware  that  the  noting  a  knowledge  of  the  Urt.    (Compare 

eonjonetfre  quod,  by  which  the  Greek  cr»  is  the  Do  Incestu  Animalium,  e.  1 ;  Mrtapk.  i.  L) 

often  translated,  has  always  a  causal  signifl-  Aristotle,  therefore,  calls  his  empirical  work 

cation  in  genuine  Latinity .   Thus,  we  cannot  on  animals,  History  of  Animals ; — Theophras- 

say,  seio  quod  res  sit,  credo  quod  tu  sis  doctus ;—  tosf  his  empirical  work  on  plants,  History  of 

this  Is  barbarous.    We  must  say,  seio  rem  esse,  Fla$u ; — Pliny,  his  empirical  book  on  nature 

credo  U  esse  doctum.  in  general,  Natural  History.  Pliny  says :  "  no- 

1  [Empirical  is  also  need  in  contrast  with  bis  proposltum  est  naturas  rerum  indioare 

Necessary  knowledge;  the  former  signifying  manifestos,  non  causas  indagare  dubias."   See 

the  knowledge  simply  of  what  is,  the  latter  Brandis,  Gesehichu  der  PMhsophu,  i.  p.  2. 

of  what  must  be.]—  Oml  Interpolation.  8  See  on  this  point  the  Author's  Discus- 

s  The  terms  historical  and  empirical  are  sions,  p.  609.— Ed. 

used  as  synonymous  by  Aristotle,  as  both  da-  • 
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pels  ns  to  suppose, —  and  at  length  discover  that  the  rainbow  is  the 
effect  of  the  refraction  of  the  solar  rays  by  the  watery  particles  of  a 
cloud.  Having  ascertained  the  cause,  but  not  till  then,  we  are 
satisfied  that  we  fully  know  the  effect. 

Now,  this  knowledge  of  the  cause  of  a  phenomenon  is  differ- 
ent from,  is  something  more  than,  the  knowledge  of  that  phenom- 
enon simply  as  a  fact;  and  these  two  cognitions  or  knowledges1 
have,  accordingly,  received  different  names.  The  latter,  we  have 
seen,  is  called  historical,  or  empirical  knowledge;  the  former  is 
called  philosophical,  or  scientific,  or  rational  knowledge.2  Historical, 
is  the  knowledge  that  a  thing  is  —  philosophical,  is  the  knowledge 
why  or  how  it  is.  And  as  the  Greek  language,  with  peculiar  felicity, 
expresses  historical  knowledge  by  the  art— -the  ywkris  &n  &m:  so, 
it  well  expresses  philosophical  knowledge  by  the  Start* — the  yvSxrv; 
Start  am,  though  here  its  relative  superiority  is  not  the  same.  To 
recapitulate  what  has  now  been  stated :  —  There  are  two  kinds  or 
degrees  of  knowledge.  The  first  is  the  knowledge  that  a  thing  is  — 
on  xpfjfUL  Icrru,  rem  esse  ;  —  and  it  is  called  the  knowledge  of  the  fact, 
historical,  or  empirical  knowledge.  The  second  is  the  knowledge 
why  or  how  a  thing  is,  &on  xprjpa  «m,  cwr  res  sit  /—and  is  termed 
the  knowledge  of  the  cause,  philosophical,  scientific,  rational  knowl- 
edge. 

Philosophical  knowledge,  in  the  widest  acceptation  of  the  term, 

and  as  synonymous  with  science,  is  thus  the 

Philosophy   implies      knowledge  of  effects  as    dependent  on  their 

a    search    after    first  ■*•»•  «  i  ,  .      .        i     «      -r        i 

causes.    Now,  what  does  this  imply?    In  the 


first  place,  as  every  cause  to  which  we  can 
ascend  is  itself  also  an  effect, — it  follows  that  it  is  the  scope,  that 
is,  the  aim  of  philosophy,  to  trace  up  the  series  of  effects  and  causes, 
until  we  arrive  at  causes  which  are  not  also  themselves  effects. 
These  first  causes  do  not  indeed  lie  within  the  reach  of  philosophy, 
nor  even  within  the  sphere  of  our  comprehension;  nor,  conse- 
quently, on  the  actual  reaching  them  does  the  existence  of  philoso- 
phy depend.  But  as  philosophy  is  the  knowledge  of  effects  in  their 
causes,  the  tendency  of  philosophy  is  ever  upwards;  and  philosophy 
can,  in  thought,  in  theory,  only  be  viewed  as  accomplished,  —  which 
in  reality  it  never  can  be,  —  when  the  ultimate  causes, — the  causes 


1  Knowledge*  Is  a  term  In  frequent  use  by  and  Sergeant's  Method  to  Science,  Preface,  p. 

Bacon,  and  though  now  obsolete,  should  be  26,  p.  166  tt  pa$\im. —Ed. 

revived,  as,  without  it,  we  are  compelled  to  s  Wolf,  PhilosopMia  Rationality  *  6;  Kant, 

borrow  cognitions  to  express  its  import]—  Kriiik  dor  rntlen  Vtrnunfl,  Hethodenlehre,  a 

Oral  Interpolation.    [See  Bacon's  Aavancement  8.— Ed. 

of  Learning,  p.  176,  (  Work*,  vol.  ii.,  ed.  Mont);  8  Arist  Anal.  As*,  ii.  1— fiD. 

6 
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on  which  all  other  causes  depend, — have  been  attained  and  under- 
stood.1 

But,  in  the  second  place,  as  every  effect  is  only  produced  by  the 
concurrence  of  at  least  two  causes,  (and  by  cause,  be  it  observed, 
I  mean  everything  without  which  the  effect  could  not  be  realized), 
and  as  these  concurring  or  coefficient  causes,  in  fact,  constitute  the 
effect*  it  follows,  that  the  lower  we  descend  in  the  series  of  causes, 
the  more  complex  will  be  the  product;  and  that  the  higher  we 
ascend,  it  will  be  the  more  simple.  Let  us  take,  for  example,  a 
neutral  salt.  This,  as  you  probably  know,  is  the  product — the 
combination  of  an  alkali  and  an  acid.  Now,  considering  the  salt 
as  an  effect,  what  are  the  concurrent  causes,  —  the  co-efficients,— 
which  constitute  it  what  it  is?  These  are,  first,  the  acid,  with  its 
affinity  to  the  alkali;  secondly*  the  alkali,  with  its  affinity  to  the 
acid ;  and  thirdly,  the  translating  force  (perhaps  the  human  hand) 
which  made  their  affinities  available,  by  bringing  the  two  bodies 
within  the  sphere  of  mutual  attraction.  Each  of  these  three  con- 
currents must  be  considered  as  a  partial  cause;  for,  abstract  any 
one,  and  the  effect  is  not  produced.  Now,  these  three  partial 
causes  are  each  of  them  again  effects;  but  effects  evidently  less 
complex  than  the  effect  which  they,  by  their  concurrence,  consti- 
tuted. But  each  of  these  three  constituents  is  an  effect;  and  there- 
fore to  be  analyzed  into  its  causes;  and  these  causes  again  into 
others,  until  the  procedure  is  checked  by  our  inability  to  resolve 
the  last  constituent  into  simpler  elements.  But,  though  thus  unable 
to  carry  our  analysis  beyond  a  limited  extent,  we  neither  conceive, 
nor  are  we  able  to  conceive,  the  constituent  in  which  our  anal- 
ysis is  arrested,  as  itself  anything  but  an  effect.  We  therefore 
carry  on  the  analysis  in  imagination  ;  and  as  each  step  in  the  pro- 
cedure carries  us  from  the  more  complex  to  the  more  simple,  and, 
consequently,  nearer  to  unity,  we  at  last  arrive  at  that  unity  itself 
—  at  that  ultimate  cause  which,  as  ultimate,  cannot  again  be  con- 
ceived as  an  effect.9 

Philosophy  thus,  as  the  knowledge  of  effects  in  their  causes,  nec- 
essarily tends,  not  towards  a  ,plurality  of  ultimate  or  first  causes, 
but  towards  one  alone.    This  first  cause, — the  Creator,  —  it  can 

1  Arist.  Anal.  Post.  1. 24.  "En  fxtxP*  rofoov  ferent  relations.  What  is  called  the  ultimate 
(nrovficv  ro  di&  rlt  /col  rare  ol&y^a  ciScW,  c*«««  *"»  ascending  from  effects  to  causes,— 
tow  lb  f  ©Vi  rt  &XXo  rovro  $  yi*6ptrov  ^  that  fa» ln  the  regressive  order,  is  called  the 
tr  riKos  yhp  icol  ripe*  to  tVxoroK  4ffii>  flrrt  cauge  in  descending  from  causes  toef- 
o&rws  icrriv.  Cf.  Metapk.  i.  2 :  lit  yhp  rat-  fecte.-that  is,  in  the  progressive  order. 
•m*  r&r  Tfxtrro*  i»X*»  *«i  **••*  cfco*  This  synonymous  meaning  of  the  terms  uW- 
^tmorrruthv  —  Ed  mate  and  primary  it  is  important  to  recollect, 

2  I  may  notice  that  an  ultimate  cause,  and  *?rllthMefcW0ldi  **  ta  Yery  00mmi*  ***  ** 
a  first  cause,  are  the  same,  hut  viewed  in  dif-  PuloeoW* 
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indeed  never  reach,  -as  an  object  of  immediate  knowledge ;  but,  as 

the  convergence  towards  unity  in  the  ascending 

Philosophy  neces-      geneg  |8  manifest,  in  so  far  as  that  series  is  within 

saxilr  tends    towards 

a  first  cause.  oxxr  view,  and  as  it  is  even  impossible  for  the 

mind  to  suppose  the  convergence  not  continuous 
and  complete,  it  follows, — unless  all  analogy  be  rejected,  —  unless 
our  intelligence  be  declared. a  lie, — that  we  must,  philosophically, 
believe  in  that  ultimate  or  primary  unity  which,  in  our  present 
existence,  we  are  not  destined  in  itself  to  apprehend. 

Such  is  philosophical  knowledge  in  its  most  extensive  signifi- 
cation ;  and,  in  this  signification,  all  the  sciences,  occupied  in  the 
research  of  causes,  may  be  viewed  as  so  many  branches  of  phil' 
osophy. 

There  is,  however,  one  section  of  these  sciences  which  is  denonv 

inated  philosophical  by  preeminence ;  —  sciences, 

Sciences    denomi-      which  the  term  philosophy  exclusively  denotes, 

pr^l^n^11^ hJ      wben»  employed  in  propriety  and  rigor.    What 

these  sciences  are,  and  why  the  term  philosophy 
has  been  specially  limited  to  them,  I  shall  now  endeavor  to  make 
you  understand. 
"Man,"  says  Protagoras,  "is  the  measure  of  the  universe ; wl  and, 

in  so  far  as  the  universe  is  an  object  of  human 
Kiatt^ '   knowledge      knowledge,  the  paradox  is  a  truth.    Whatever 

we  know,  or  endeavor  to  know,  God  or  the 
world, — mind  or  matter,  —  the  distant  or  the  near,  —  we  know, 
vand  can  know,  only  in  so  far  as  we  possess  a  faculty  of  knowing  in 
general;  and  we  can  only  exercise  that  faculty  under  the  laws 
which  control  and  limit  its  operations.  However  great,  and  infi- 
nite, and  various,  therefore,  may  be  the  universe  and  its  contents, — 
these  are  known  to  us,  not  as  they  exist,  but  as  our  mind  is  capable 
of  knowing  them.  Hence  the  brocard — "  Quicquid  recipitur,  recip- 
itur  ad  modum  recipientis."  * 

In  the  first  place,  therefore,  as  philosophy  is  a 

ofSflS^Pr°blem      kliowled&e>  *nd  M  aU  knowledge  is  only  pos- 
sible under  the  conditions  to  which  our  faculties 
are  subjected,  —  the  grand,  —  the  primary  problem  of  philosophy 

1  Sec  Plato,  Tkecttetutj  p.  152;  Arist  Me-  tfe  recipitur  in  patlentem  secundum  modum 

fqp*.  x.  6.  —  Ed.  patientis.    Ibid,  part  i.  Q.  14,  art.  1.    Scientia 

*  Boethfas,  De  Consol.  ThU.  ▼.  Proea  iv.  est  secundum  modum  cognoscentis.    Scitum 

Omne  enim  quod  cognoscitur,  non  secundum  enim  est  ra  eciente  secundum  modum  sclentis. 

sui  rim,  sed  secundem  agnoscentium  potius  Chauvin  gires  the  words  of  the  text.     See 

comprehendfturfacultatem.   Proclus  in  P&xt.  Lexicon  PhiUuophieurrt,  *rt.  Fin  it  at.    See  also 

.    Jfartn.  p.  748,  ed.  Stallbaum ,  rb  yiyvvcKor  other  authorities  to  the  same  effbct  quoted  In 

«rrA  tV  iavrov  yiyv&TKtt  iptoiv.  Aquinas,  the  Author's  Visausions,  p.  644. — Ed. 
part  i.  Q.  79,  art.  &  Similitudo  agen- 
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must  be  to  investigate  and  determine  these  conditions,  as  the  neces- 
sary conditions  of  its  own  possibility. 

In  the  second  place,  as  philosophy  is  not  merely  a  knowledge,  but 
a  knowledge  of  causes,  and  as  the  mind  itself  is 

The  study  of  mind      ^  nnjveraai  g^  principal  concurrent  cause  in 

the  philosophical  study.  ,-.,.,  * 

every  act  of  knowledge ;  philosophy  is,  conse- 
quently, bound  to  make  the  mind  its  first  and  paramount  object  of 
consideration.  The  study  of  mind  is  thus  the  philosophical  study 
by  preeminence.  There  is  no  branch  of  philosophy  which  does  not 
suppose  this  as  its  preliminary,  which  does  not  borrow  from  this  its 

light.    A  considerable  number,  indeed,  are  only 
Baches  of  this      the  gdeace  rf  mind  vi0W6d  .m    KtiMfor  agpe^ 

study.  .  r  r.     ^ 

or  considered  in  certain  special  applications. 
Logic,  for  example,  or  the  science  of  the  laws  of  thought,  is  only  a 
fragment  of  the  general  science  of  mind,  and 
^*^"  presupposes  a  certain  knowledge  of  the  opera- 

tions which  are  regulated  by  these  laws.    Ethics  is  the  science  of 
the  laws  which  govern  our  actions  as  moral 
^  agents ;  and  a  knowledge  of  these  laws  is  only 

possible  through  a  knowledge  of  the  moral  agent  himself.    Politi- 
cal science,  in  like  manner,  supposes  a  knowl- 
edge of  man  in  his  natural  constitution,  in  order 
to  appreciate  the  modifications  which  he  receives,  and  of  which  he 
is  susceptible,  in  social  and  civil  life.    The  Fine  Arts  have  all  their 
foundation  in  the  theory  of  the  beautiful ;  and 
this  theory  is  afforded  by  that  part  of  the  phil- 
osophy of  mind,  which  is  conversant  with  the  phenomena  of  feel- 
ing.   Religion,  Theology,  in-  fine,  is  not  independent  of  the  same 
philosophy.    For  as  God  only  exists  for  us  as 
Theology  dependent      we  haye  fc^feg  c^bie  of  apprehending  his 

on  study  of  mind.  .  _       -„,!,„.         ,.     f    ,  ° 

existence,  and  of  fulfilling  his  behests,  nay,  as 
the  phenomena  from  which  we  are  warranted  to  infer  his  being  are 
wholly  mental,  the  examination  of  these  faculties  and  of  these  phe- 
nomena is,  consequently,  the  primary  condition  of  every  sound 
theology.  In  short,  the  science  of  mind,  whether  considered  in 
itself  or  in  relation  to  the  other  branches  of  our  knowledge,  consti- 
tutes the  principal  and  most  important  object  of  philosophy, — con- 
stitutes in  propriety,  with  its  suit  of  dependent  sciences,  philosophy 
itself.1 

The  limitation  of  the  term  Philosophy  to  the  sciences  of  mind, 

1  Cf.  Cousin,  Ceun  dt  P  EBstoin  de  la  BdL  MotL,  Pram.  Ser.  torn.  11.;  Programme  de  la 
Premiere  Partite  du  Coon.  —  Ed. 
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when  not  expressly  extended  to  the  other  branches  of  science,  has 

been  always  that  generally  prevalent ;  —  yet  it  must  be  confessed 

that,  in  this  country,  the  word  is  applied  to  sub- 

**«»«<*«<>»  of  jects  with  which,  on  the  continent  of  Europe,  it 
in  thh^coan^9  *  **  rare^  if  ever,  associated.  With  us  the  worft 
philosophy,  taken  by  itself  does  not  call  up  the 
precise  and  limited  notion  which  it  does  to  a  German,  a  Hol- 
lander, a  Dane,  an  Italian,  or  a  Frenchman ;  and  we  are  obliged 
to  say  the  philosophy  of  mind,  if  we  do  not  wish  it  to  be  vaguely 
extended  to  the  sciences  conversant  with  the  phenomena  of  mat- 
ter. We  not  only  call  Physics  by  the  name  of  Natural  Philoso- 
phy, but  every  mechanical  process  has  with  us  its  philosophy.  We 
have  books  on  the  philosophy  of  Manufactures,  the  philosophy  of 
Agriculture,  the  philosophy  of  Cookery,  etc.  In  all  this  we  are  the 
ridicule  of  other  nations.  Socrates,  it  is  said,  brought  down  philos- 
ophy from  the  clouds,  —  the  English  have  degraded  her  to  the 
kitchen ;  and  this,  our  prostitution  of  the  term,  is,  by  foreigners, 
alleged  as  a  signi6cant  indication  of  the  low  state  of  the  mental 
sciences  in  Britain.1 

From  what  has  been  said,  you  will,  without  a  definition,  be 
able  to  form  at  least  a  general  notion  of  what  is  meant  by  philos- 
ophy. In  its  more  extensive  signification,  it  is  equivalent  to  a 
knowledge  of  things  by  their  causes,  —  and  this  is,  in  fact,  Aris- 
totle's definition ; '  while,  in  its  stricter  meaning,  it  is  confined  to 
the  sciences  which  constitute,  or  hold  immediately  of,  the  science 
of  mind. 

1  See  He**},  Werka,  vi.  IS;  xlU.  72;  Beheld-  6ro\ap$dpowrt  -rdrrcs  .  .  .  ©V«  fib  ohr  4 

ler,  EHcyeiop.  der  PhtiotophU,  1.  p.  27.  — Ed.  <ro<pl*  X(fi   nvas  curias  icol  apxdt  *<rnr 

S  Metapk.  v.  1:  vwra  bturrfipn  ^uworjruc^  VitmtH^tj,  S^Aoy.     EtA.  Nie.  vi.  7:  &*  6pa 

v*ft  iuriat  aal  ipxds  Ivrur  4}  aKptfkrrtpas  rbr  <rwp6v  ph  fttror  ra  4k  tw  apx*y  «&" 

4  krXowrr^pets.      I.  1  :  r^v  ivofuoCotUtnp  4vat,  ateb  mi  mpl  r*s  tyx**  fayMuv. 

cofid*  X&1  ra  vp&ra  crfna  koI  ras  apxas  —Ed. 


LECTURE    IV. 

THE   CAUSES    OP   PHILOSOPHY. 

Havtkg  thus  endeavored  to  make  you  vaguely  apprehend  what 

cannot  be  precisely  understood, — the  Nature 

The  OMSM  of  phii-      and   Comprehension   of  Philosophy,  —  I  now 

osoihylntbeelemento  /  •       i-jj     .  A, 

of  our  constitution,  proceed  to  another  question,  —  What  are  the 
Causes  of  Philosophy?  The  causes  of  philoso- 
phy lie  in  the  original  elements  of  our  constitution.  We  are 
created  with  the  faculty  of  knowledge,  and,  consequently,  created 
with  the  tendency  to  exert  it.  Man  philosophizes  as  he  lives.  He 
may  philosophize  well  or  iH,  but  philosophize  he  must.  Philosophy 
can,  indeed,  only  be  assailed  through  philosophy  itself.  a  I£"  says 
Aristotle,  in  a  passage  preserved  to  us  by  Olympiodorus,1  u  we  must 
philosophize,  we  must  philosophize ;  if  we  must  not  philosophize,  we 
must  philosophize; — in  any  case,  therefore,  we  must  philosophize.* 
44 Were  philosophy,"  says  Clement  of  Alexandria,2  "an  evil,  still 
philosophy  is  to  be  studied,  in  order  that  it  may  be  scientifically 
contemned."  And  Averroes,* — aPhilosophi  solum  est  spernere  phil- 
osophiam."  Of  the  causes  of  philosophy  some  are,  therefore,  con- 
tained in  man's  very  capacity  for  knowledge ; 
These  Mines  either      these  are  essential  and  necessary.     But  there 

flomuititl    or   cample-  .  ..... 

notary,  are  others,  again,  which  lie  m  certain  feelings 

with  which  he  is  endowed ;  these  are  comple- 
mentary and  assistant. 

Of  the  former  class, — that  is,  of  the  essential  causes,  — there  are 

in   all  two:  the  one  is,  the  necessity  we  feel 

Tbe  first  class  appa-      ^  connect  Causes  with  Effects;  the  other,  to 

rently  two-fold.  '  ' 

carry  up  our  knowledge  into  Unity.      These 
tendencies,  however,  if  not  identical  in  their  origin,  coincide  in 

1  Otympiodori  H  Ratonis  Alaoiadem  Priorem  3  El  fro!  &xpv<rros  rfij  fiAoffof  fo,  €<  cif*- 

ComrnentwH,  ed.  Creuzer,  p.  144.    Kol  Apur-  p^o,  ft  ^s  aywrWar  frfiatmro,  &xpn*- 

rorltaft   iv   re?   npoTperrwtep   t\tyiv  Sri  T0Sm     Stromata,  i.  2.— Ed. 

ffrt  0iAocro^frr/ov,  QiXoawprrrloV  rfre  fi^f  8  See  Discussions,  p.  786.  — Ed.  ["Be  mo- 

<pt\xxro<tnrr4ov,  $t\o*ofrir4otr  wdrrwti  <f>i\-  quer  de  la  phflosophie,  Cert  ▼raiment  phll- 

oo-oipirrtov.    Quoted  also  by  the  anonymous  oeopber.'1    Pascal,  Penstes,  part  i.  art  xi.  f 

commentator  in  Cramer*  Anecdote,  iv.  p.  891.  86.   Compare  Montaigne,  EssaU,  lib.  li.  o.  xii. 

— Ed.  —torn.  H.  p.  216,  ed.  1726.] 


Lect.  IV.  METAPHYSICS.  47 

their  result;  for,  as  I  have  previously  explained  to  yon,  in  ascend- 
ing from  cause  to  cause,  we  necessarily,  (could  we  carry  our  analysis 
to  its  issue,)  arrive  at  absolute  unity.  Indeed,  were  it  not  a  discus- 
sion for  which  you  are  not  as  yet  prepared,  it  might  be  shown,  that 
both  principles  originate  in  the  same  condition; — that  both  ema- 
nate, not  from  any  original  power,  but  from  the  same  original  power- 
lessness  of  mind.1    Of  the  former,  —  namely,  the 

L  The  principle  of  -.  •■•■  »  i  •  i  /«    i 

cum  and  Eiieet.  tendency,  or  rather  the  necessity,  which  we  feel  to 
connect  the  objects  of  our  experience  with  others 
which  afford  the  reasons  of  their  existence, — it  is  needful  to  say  but 
little.  The  nature  of  this  tendency  is  not  a  matter  on  which  we 
can  at  present  enter ;  and  the  fact  of  its*  existence  is  too  notorious 
to  require  either  proof  or  illustration.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  or 
rather  to  repeat  what  we  have  already  stated,  that  the  mind  is  una* 
ble  to  realize  in  thought  the  possibility  of  any  absolute  commence- 
ment; it  cannot  conceive  that  anythiug  which  begins  to  be  is  any- 
thing more  than  a  new  modification  of  preexistent  elements;  it  is 
unable  to  view  any  individual  thing  as  other  than  a  link  in  the 
mighty  chain  of  being ;  and  every  isolated  object  is  viewed  by  it 
only  as  a  fragment  which,  to  be  known,  must  be  known  in  con- 
nection with  the  whole  of  which  it  constitutes  a  part.  It  is  thus 
that  we  are  unable  to  rest  satisfied  with  a  mere  historical  knowl- 
edge of  existence ;  and  that  even  our  happiness  is  interested  in  dis- 
covering causes,  hypothetical  at  least,  if  not  real,  for  the  various 
phenomena  of  the  existence  of  which  our  experience  informs  us. 

"  Felix  qui  potuit  rernm  cognosoere  causas."  % 

The  second  tendency  of  our  nature,  of  which  philosophy  is  the 
result,  is  the  desire  of  Unity.  On  this,  which 
indeed  involves  the  other,  it  is  necessary  to  be 
somewhat  more  explicit.  This  tendency  is  one  of  the  most  prom- 
inent characteristics  of  the  human  mind.  It,  in  part,  originates  in 
the  imbecility  of  our  faculties.  We  are  lost  in  the  multitude  of  the 
objects  presented  to  our  observation,  and  it  is  only  by  assorting 
them  in  classes  that  we  can  reduce  the  infinity  of  nature  to  the  fini- 
tude  of  mind.  The  conscious  Ego,  the  conscious  Self,  by  its  nature 
one,  seems  also  constrained  to  require  that  unity  by  which  it  is  dis- 
tinguished, in  everything  which  it  receives,  and  in  everything 
which  it  produces.  I  regret  that  I  can  illustrate  this  only  by 
examples  which  cannot,  I  .am  aware,  as  yet  be  fully  intelligible 

1  TWs  Is  partially  argued  in  the  Discutsion*,  p.  609.  —  Ed.       *  Virgil,  Georgia,  il.  480. 
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to  all.  We  are  consdferas  of  a  scene  presented  to  oar  senses  only 
by  uniting  its  parts  into  a  perceived  whole.  Perception  is  thus 
a  unifying  act.  The  Imagination  cannot  represent  an  object  -with- 
out uniting,  in  a  single  combination,  the  various  elements  of 
which  it  is  composed.  Generalization  is  only  the  apprehension 
of  the  one  in  the  many,  and  language  little  else  than  a  registry 
of  the  factitious  unities  of  thought.  The  Judgment  cannot  affirm 
or  deny  one  notion  of  another,  except  by  uniting  the  two  in  one 
indivisible  act  of  comparison.  Syllogism  is  simply  the  union  of 
two  judgments  in  a  third.  Reason,  Intellect,  wfc,  in  fine,  con- 
catenating thoughts  and  objects  into  system,  and  tending  always 
upwards  from  particular  fajrts  to  general  laws,  from  general  laws  to 
universal  principles,  is  never  satisfied  in  its  ascent  till  it  compre- 
hend, (what,  however,  it  can  never  do),  all  laws  in  a  single  formula, 
and  consummate  all  conditional  knowledge  in  the  unity  of  uncon- 
ditional existence.  Nor  is  it  only  in  soienoe  that  the  mind  desider- 
ates the  one.  We  seek  it  equally  in  works  of  art.  A  work  of  art 
is  only  deserving  of  the  name,  inasmuch  as  an  idea  of  the  work  has 
preceded  its  execution,  and  inasmuch  as  it  is  itself  a  realization  of 
the  ideal  model  in  sensible  forms.  All  languages  express  the  mental 
operations  by  words  which  denote  a  reduction  of  the  many  to  the 
one.  2iWr«,  mpt^affw,  owaurfrqovi,  owcttc/vGxtk,  etc  in  Greek ;  —  in 
Latin,  oogere>  (co-agere)9  cogitare,  (cthaffitare),  condpere,  6o<p%08eere> 
eomprehendere,  consrire,  with  their  derivatives,  may  serve  for  ex- 
amples. 
The  history  of  philosophy  is  only  the  history  of  this  tendency ; 
and  philosophers  have  amply  testified  to  its 

lovHruniTy  *  **  reality-  "The  mind'W  Ba^  An^ag01^1  a°nl7 
knows  when  it  subdues  its  objects,  when  it  re- 
duces the  many  to  the  one."  w  All  knowledge,"  say  the  Platonists,* 
"  is  the  gathering  up  into  one,  and  the  indivisible  apprehension  of 
this  unity  by  the  knowing  mind."  Leibnitz8  and  Kant4  have,  in 
like  manner,  defined  knowledge  by  the  representation  of  multitude 
in  unity.    "The  end  of  philosophy,"  says  Plato,*  ais  the  intuition 

1  Arist.  Dt  Anhna,  iii  4 :  Ardytcri  &p*>  &r«t  Thus  rendered  in  the  Latin  version  of  Ficl- 

ntfrra  we?,  i/juyrj  «7wu,  fonrtp  <fr*ly  'Amf  nus:  '^ogniHoomnis  constat  secundum  quan- 

<ryrffw»,  ft*    Kpcnf,   rovro    6*   4<rr\v   fra  dam  ln  umim  corigregationem,  atque  secun- 

ytmpl^f.     The  pusage  of  Anaxagoras  is  dem  taparttbilem  cognoaoibllls  totius  oom- 

given  at  length  in  the  Commentary  of  Sim-  prehensionem.  — Ed. 

plicius,  and  quoted  in  part  by  Trendelenburg  *  Monaddogie,  f  14-  —  Ed. 

co  the  De  Anima,  p.  46R.  —  Ed.  4  Kritik  der  reinen  Vrmunft,  p.  369,  ed.  1799. 

9  Prisciairae  Lydus:      K«t&  r^r  cfo  iy  —Ed. 

(rwdtfwrty,  jral  r^y  ifupltrrw  rod  yvucrod  Cff  PhOebus,  sub  inft.,  especially  p.  16: 

mrrhs  «p(MnK  t*4rv*  Urrafifws  yv&-  A§h,  ^  w  ^  jj^  T<pJ  lwnhs  it(Ajrm 

<r«w.     (MvrdtfKurts  r&v  e*<xf>pdirrov  Tl<p\  rm  ^6™,  (^^i   and  JiqmUU,  r.  p, 

Aurfrffctwt—  Opera  Thtopk.  ed.  Basil  p.  278)  475,  «t.  uq.  —  Ed. 


Lect.  it.  metaphysics.  49 

of  unity ;"  and  Rotiims,  among  many  others,1  observes  that  our 
knowledge  is  perfect  as  it  is  one.  The  love  of  unity  is  by  Aristotle 
applied  to  solve  a  multitude  of  psychological  phenomena.'  St. 
Angnstin  even  analyses  pain  into  a  feeling  of  the  frustration  of 
unity.  "Quid  est  enim  aliud  dolor,  nisi  quidaxn  sensus  divisionis 
vel  eorniptionis'impatiens?  Unde  lace  clarius  apparet,  quara  sit 
ilia  anima  in  sui  corporis  nniversitate  avida  nnitatis  et  tenax."* 
This  love  of  unity,  this  tendency  of  mind  to  generalize  its 

knowledge,  leads  us  to  anticipate  in  nature  a 

i*f  <rf  unity  a      corresponding  uniformity;  and  as  this  antici- 

phflosophy    CPe  pation  is  found  in  harmonjf  with  experience, 

it  not  only  affords  the  efficient  cause  of  philoso 
phy,  but  the  guiding  principle  to  its  discoveries.  "Thus,  for 
instance,  when  it  is  observed  that  solid  bodies  are  compressible, 
we  are  induced  to  expect  that  liquids  will  be  found  to  be  so 
likewise;  we  subject  them,  consequently,  to  a  series  of  experiments; 
nor  do  we  rest  satisfied  until  it  be  proved  that  this  quality  is  com- 
mon to  both  classes  of  substances.  Compressibility  is  then  pro- 
claimed a  physical  law, — a  law  of  nature  in  general;  and  we  ex- 
perience a  vivid  gratification  in  this  recognition  of  unconditioned 
universality."  Another  example;  Kant,4  reflecting  on  the  differences 
among  the  planets,  or  rather  among  the  stars  revolving  round  the 
sun,  and  having  discovered  that  these  differences  betrayed  a  uni- 
form progress  and  proportion,  —  a  proportion  which  was  no  longer 
to  be  found  between  Saturn  and  the  first  of  the  comets, — the  law 
of  unity  and  the  analogy  of  nature,  led  him  to  conjecture  that,  in 
the  intervening  space,  there  existed  a  star,  the  discovery  of  which  , 
would  vindicate  the  universality  of  the  law.  This  anticipation  was 
verified.    Uranus  was  discovered  by  Herschel,  and  our  dissatis&c* 


1  An.  111.  lib.  via*,  e.  t,  on  which  Ftoinua  xvitt.  9,  where  it  is  used  to  explain  the  higher 

says:  w  Cognosoendi  potontia  in  ipso  aotn  pleasure  we  derive  from  those  narrative*  that 

cognftionis  nnum  quodammodo  ait  cum  ob-  relate  to  a  single  subject.  —  Ed. 

jscto,  et  quo  magis  sit  unum,  eo  perfectior  3  &  JJbero  Artritrio,  lib.  iii.  28.     [St.  Au- 

est  cognitio,  atqoe  vielssim  —  Ed.  g^tta  applied  the  principle  of  Unity  to  solre 

Enn.  vi.  lib.  ix.  ©.  1 :  'Apr)  Si  tyxqs  W  the  theory  of  the  Beautiful :  ••  Omnia  pnl- 

tfc  t>,  ko1  ffr  pUm  6fio\oyiw  iim&jj.  .  .  .  ohritudinis  forma  unitas  est."  Erix.  xviii.] 

"EircdHt  fit  *4rra  *is  kv  «ry€i,  Ihyueupyowra  —  Oral  Interp. 

teal  vkhrowra  «ol  fiopfovca  Kol  (rvrrdr-  4  Migewuine  NatmgetckithU  umd  ThearU  dtf 

towtb.      Proclu^-rMMris    otocrbs  fVro*  BimmeU,  1766;  WWfce,  toI.  vi.  p.  88.    Kant'a 

w  oVrwr,  tfiraw  ft))  tori  to  «V  .  .  •  OWe  conjecture  was  founded  on  a  supposed  pro- 

AeVst  fan*  ffo)  ykp  6  Kiyos  U  xoAAw  gressive  taorease  in  the  eccentricities  of  the 

«Js»  cfvcp  t&cios*  koI  $  yr&<rts,  faav  rb  planetary  orbits.    This  progression,  however, 

fowrKOv  tv  ylyrrrai  rpbs  rb  yvwrr6v.    In  Is  only  true  of  Venus,  the  Earth,  Jupiter,  and 

PUuonis  Theologiam,  p.  76  (ed.  1618).— Ed.  8aturn.    The  eccentricity  diminishes  again 

*  See  De  Mrmona,  S  6,  for  application  of  in  Uranus,  and  still  more  in  Neptnne.    Sub- 

thbprinciple  to  the  problem  of  Reminiscence,  sequent  discoveries  have  thus  rather  weak* 

OL  tteitPs  Wtirfaj  p.  000.    See  abo  Problem*,  ened  than  confirmed  the  theory.  —  Elf. 
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tion  at  the  anomaly  appeased.  Franklin,  in  like  manner,  surmised 
that  lightning  and  the  electric  spark  were  identical;  and  when  he 
succeeded  in  verifying  this  conjecture,  our  love  of  unity  was  grati- 
fied. From  the  moment  an  isolated  fact  is  discovered,  we  en- 
deavor to  refer  it  to  other  facts  which  it  resembles.  Until  this 
be  accomplished,  we  do  not  view  it  as  understood.  This  is  the 
case,  for  example,  with  sulphur,  which,  in  a  certain  degree  of  tem- 
perature melts  like  other  bodies,  but  at  a  higher  degree  of  heat, 
instead  of  evaporating,  again  consolidates.  When  a  fact  is  gen- 
eralized, our  discontent  is  quieted,  and  we  consider  the  generality 
itself  as  tantamount  to  an  explanation.  Why  does  this  apple  fall 
to  the  ground  ?  Because  all  bodies  gravitate  towards  each  other. 
Arrived  at  this  general  fact,  we  inquire  no  more,  although  ignorant 
now  as  previously  of  the  cause  of  gravitation ;  for  gravitation  is 
nothing  more  than  a  name  for  a  general  fact,  the  why  of  which 
we  know  not.  A  mystery,  if  recognized  as  universal,  would  no 
longer  appear  mysterious. 

"But  this  thirst  of  unity, — this  tendency  of  mind  to  generalize 

its  knowledge,  and  our  concomitant  belief  in  the 
L°of  error  ^  *      uniformity  of  natural  phenomena,  is  not  only 

an  effective  mean  of  discovery,  but  likewise 
an  abundant  source  of  error.  Hardly  is  there  a  similarity  de- 
tected between  two  or  three  facts,  than  men  hasten  to  extend  it 
to  all  others;  and  if,  perchance,  the  similarity  has  been  detected 
by  ourselves,  self-love  closes  our  eyes  to  the  contradictions  which 
our  theory  may  encounter  from  experience."1  "I  have  heard,9' 
.  says  Condillac,  u  of  a  philosopher  who  had  the  happiness  of  think- 
ing that  he  had  discovered  a  principle  which  was  to  explain  all 
the  wonderful  phenomena  of  chemistry,  and  who,  in  the  ardor  of 
his  self-gratulation,  hastened  to  communicate  his  discovery  to  a 
skilful  chemist.  The  chemist  had  the  kindness  to  listen  to  him, 
and  then  calmly  told,  him  that  there  was  but  one  unfortunate  cir- 
cumstance for  his  discovery,  —  that  the  chemical  facts  were  precisely 
the  converse  of  what  he  had  supposed  them  to  be.  *  Well,  then, 
said  the  philosopher,  *  have  the  goodness  to  tell  me  what  they  are, 
that  I  may  explain  them  on  my  system.' " 2  We  are  naturally  dis- 
posed to  refer  everything  we  do  not  know  to  principles  with  which 
we  are  familiar.  As  Aristotle  observes,8  the  early  Pythagoreans, 
who  first  studied  arithmetic,  were  induced,  by  their  scientific  predi- 
lections, to  explain  the  problem  of  the  universe  by  the  properties  of 

1  Gander,  Com*  de  Psychology,  p.  192-04.         9  Trait*  da   SfrtHnes,  chap.  xSL  CBmvrt* 
CCt  AneUlan,  Not*.  Miiangu,  I  p.  1,  <t  uq.}       Pkilos.  torn.  iv.  p.  146  (ed.  1796). 

3  Mttapk.  i.6.— Ed. 
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number ;  and  he  notices  also  that  a  certain  musical  philosopher  was, 
in  like  manner,  led  to  suppose  that  the  soul  was  but  a  kind  of  har- 
mony.1 The  musician  suggests  to  my  recollection  a  passage  of  Dr. 
Reid.  u  Mr.  Locke,*  says  he,  "  mentions  an  eminent  musician  who 
bettered  that  God  created  the  world  in  six  days,  and  rested  the 
seventh,  because  there  are  but' seven  notes  in  music.  I  myself,"  he 
continues,  "knew  one  of  that  profession  who  thought  that  there 
could  be  only  three  parts  in  harmony — to  wit,  bass,  tenor  and 
treble;  because  there  are  but  three  persons  in  the  Trinity."* 
The  alchemists  would  see  in  nature  only  a  single  metal,  clothed  with 
the  different  appearances  which  we  denominate  gold,  silver,  copper, 
iron,  mercury,  etc.,  and  they  confidently  explained  the  mysteries, 
not  only  of  nature,  but  of  religion,  by  salt,  sulphur,  and  mercury.* 
Borne  of  our  modern  zoologists  recoil  from  the  possibility  of  nature 
working  on  two  different  plans,  and  rather  than  renounce  the  unity 
which  delights  them,  they  insist  on  recognizing  the  wings  of  insects 
in  the  gills  of  fishes,  and  the  sternum  of  quadrupeds  in  the  an- 
tennae of  butterflies,  —  and  all  this  that  they  may  prove  that  man  is 
only  the  evolution  of  a  molluscum.  Descartes  saw  in  the  physical 
world  only  matter  and  motion ; 4  and,  more  recently,  it  has  been 
maintained  that  thought  itself  is  only  a  movement  of  matter.'  Of 
all  the  faculties  of  the  mind,  Condillac  recognized  only  one,  which 
transformed  itself  like  the  Protean  metal  of  the  alchemists ;  and  he 
maintains  that  our  belief  in  the  rising  of  to-morrow's  sun  is  a  sensa^ 
tion.f  It  is  this  tendency,  indeed,  which  has  principally  determined 
philosophers,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  to  neglect  or  violate  the 
original  duality  of  consciousness ;  in  which,  as  an  ultimate  fact,  — 
a  self  and  not-sel£  — -  mind  knowing  and  matter  known,  —  are  given 
in  counterpoise  and  mutual  opposition ;  and  hence  the  three  Unita- 
rian schemes  of  Materialism,  Idealism,  and  Absolute  Identity/  In 
fine,  Pantheism,  or  the  doctrine  which  identifies  mind  and  matter, 
—  the  Creator  and  the  creature,  God  and  the  universe,  —  how 
are  we  to  explain  the  prevalence  of  this  modification  of  atheism  in 
the  most  ancient  and  in  the  most  recent  times  ?  Simply  because 
it  carries  our  love  of  unity  to  its  highest  fruition.    To  sum  up  what 


1  De  Anbna,  L 4;  Plato,  Fhaido,  p.  86.    The  5  Priestley,  Disquisitions  relating  to  Matt* 

tame  theory  was  afterwards  adopted  by  Aria-  and  Spirit,  sect.  ill.  p.  24,  et.  seq. ;  Free  Discus- 

totte*  own  pupil,  Aristcntauis.    See  Cleoo,  eions  of  Materialism  and  Necessity,  pp.  268,  207, 

Tuse.  Quest,  i.  10.  —  Ed.  et.  seq.  —  El>. 

_J.         «_             '           •       P-       •!        •  6  The  preceding  fllnstrations  are  borrowed 

Works,  p.  4<&  -         Gamier.  PsuduiLuri*.  n.  194.  —  Kd. 


from  Gamier,  Psychologic,  p.  194.— Ed. 

7  See  the  Author's  Supplem 
4  Prmcipiay  pars  ii.  28.  —  Ed.  tations  to  Beid,  note  C.  —Ed. 


s  See  Brocker,  Hist.  thSUmghi*,  vol.  lv.  p. 
077,  et.  $eq.— Ed.  7  See  the  Author's  Supplementary  Disser 
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has  jart  been  said  in  the  words  of  Sir  John  D*viei»  a  highly 
philosophic  poet  of  the  Elicabethan  age :  — 

"  JftwHwif  think  our  souls  are  harmonies; 
Physidans  hold  that  they  complexions  be; 
Epicures  make  them  swarms  of  atomies: 
Which  do  by  chance  into  our  bodies  flee. 

One  thinks  the  soul  is  air ;  another  flat; 

Another  blood,  dlffns'd  about  the  heart; 
Another  saith  the  elements  conspire, 

And  to  her  essence  each  doth  yield  a  part. 

Some  think  one  general  soul  fills  every  brain, 

As  the  bright  sun  sheds  light  in  every  star; 
And  others  think  the  name  of  soul  is  vain, 

And  that  we  only  well-mlx'd  bodies  are. 

Thus  these  great  clerks  their  little  wisdom  show, 
While  with  their  doctrines  they  at  hazard  play; 

Tossing  their  light  opinions  to  and  fro, 
To  mock  the  lewd,*  as  learn'd  in  this  as  they; 

For  no  crax'd  brain  could  ever  yet  propound, 
Touching  the  soul  so  vain  and  fond  a  thought; 

But  some  among  these  masters  have  been  found, 
Which,  in  their  schools,  the  self-same  thought  hare  taught" » 

To  this  love  of  unity — to  this  desire  of  reducing  the  objects  of 
our   knowledge   to    harmony  and    system — a 
Intnsneeof  pwoon-      gonrce  of  truth  and  discovery  if  subservient  to 
ibie  to  loretf  lmttyT      observation,  but  of  error  and  delusion  if  allowed 
to  dictate  to  observation  what  phenomena  are 
to  be  perceived ;  to  this  principle,  I  say,  we  may  refer  the  influ- 
ence which  preconceived  opinions  exercise  upon  our  perceptions 
and  our  judgments,  by  inducing  us  to  see  and  require  only  what  is 
in  unison  with  them.    What  we  wish,  says  Demosthenes,  that  we  be- 
lieve ;  *  what  we  expect,  says  Aristotle,  that  we  find  4  —  truths  which 
have  been  reechoed,  by  a  thousand  confessors,  and  confirmed  by  ten 
thousand  examples.    Opinions  once  adopted  become  part  of  the 

I  JLm*  aeoordlng  to  Took*  Iron  Anglo-  8  Bafesros  -refitf  eWrat  *«t  ofem*  Ds. 

Saxon,  LmvHd,  put  participle  of  Ltwwm,  u  mottb.  Oiyntk.  UL  p.  68.  — Ed. 

mislead.    It  was  formerly  applied  to  the  (la§)  4  Rhet.  ii.  1.  Tp  fihf  iridvfiov-ri  «rol  #WX- 

psopk  in  eontradbthtction  from  the  clergy.  «ifc  ftVn,  lav  f  rb  4*6f*mm>  4**>  «al  !*■«•* 

See  Richardson,  Ar>  «*.,▼.  Ijs*!.—Bd.  dcu  *ai  oVyader  tW&cu  eWpvrw,  rt>  V  k*m 

s  0»  **  JwniioraWiif  */aW  Ami,  stausaS,  M;  as*   dusyfWn,    iu«na»ri«.— Bfr 
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Intellectual  system  of  their  holders.  If  opposed  to  prevalent  doc* 
trines,  self-love  defends  them  as  a  point  of  honor,  exaggerates  what- 
ever may  confirm,  overlooks  or  extenuates  whatever  may  contradict. 
Again,  if  accepted  as  a  general  doctrine,  they  are  too  often  recog* 
nized,  in  consequence  of  their  prevalence,  as  indisputable  truths,  and 
all  counter  appearances  peremptorily  overruled  as  manifest  illu- 
sions. Thus  it  is  that  men  will  not  see  in  the  phenomena  what 
alone  is  to  be  seen ;  in  their  observations,  they  interpolate  and  they 
expunge;  and  this  mutilated  and  adulterated  product  they  call  a 
feci  And  why  ?  Because  the  real  phenomena,  if  admitted,  would 
spoil  the  pleasant  music  of  their  thoughts,  and  convert  its  factitious 
harmony  into  discord.  "  Quad  volunt  sapiunt,  et  nolunt  sapere  qu» 
vera  sunt.'9 1  In  consequent  of  this,  many  a  system,  professing  to 
be  reared  exclusively  on  observation  and  fact,  rests  in  reality  mainly 
upon  hypothesis  and  fiction.  A  pretended  experience  is,  indeed, 
the  screen  behind  which  every  illusive  doctrine  regularly  retires. 
u  There  are  more  false  facts,"  says  Cullen,*  u  current  in  the  world, 
than  false  theories  f  —  and  the  livery  of  Lord  Bacon  has  been  most 
ostentatiously  paraded  by  many  who  were  no  members  of  his 
household.  Fact,  —  observation,  —  induction,  have  always  been 
the  watchwords  of  those  who  have  dealt  most  extensively  in  fancy. 
It  is  now  above  three  centuries  since  Agrippa,  in  his  Vanity  of  tJve 
Sciences,  observed  of  Astrology,  Physiognomy,  and  Metoposcopy, 
(the  Phrenology  of  those  days),  that  experience  was  professedly 
their  only  foundation  and  their  only  defence :  "  Solent  omnes  ill®  di- 
vinationum  prodigiosan  artes  non,  nisi  experientia  titulo,  se  defendere 
et  se  objectionum  vinculis  extricare."  *  It  was  on  this  ground,  too, 
that,  at  a  later  period,  the  great  Kepler  vindicated  the  first  of  these 
arts,  Astrology.  For,  said  he,  how  could  the  principle  of  a  science 
be  false  where  experience  showed  that  its  predictions  were  uni- 
formly fulfilled."  *  Now,  truth  was  with  Kepler  even  as  a  passion ; 
and  his,  too,  was  one  of  the  most  powerful  intellects  that  ever 
cultivated  and  promoted  a  science.  To  him,  astronomy,  indeed, 
owes  perhaps  even  more  than  to  Newton.  And  yet,  even  his  great 
mind,  preoccupied  with  a  certain  prevalent  belief,  could  observe  and 
judge  only  in  conformity  with  that  belief.  This  tendency  to  look 
at  realities  only  through  the  spectacles  of  an  hypothesis,  is  perhaps 
seen  most  conspicuously  in  the  fortunes  of  medicine.    The  history 

1  fSt  HiimriJ,  hb.  Til,  D*  THmittu,  sab  *  his  Jtttferfe  JMMfao,  vol.  t.  c.  II.  art  hr.,  eeoond 
toft.)  edition— Kd. 

SFwCoifen'iiUMtwtkmi  of  the  infl««i«i        s  Opma,  vol.  a  0.88, 9. «: 
of  a  pretended  experience  in  Medicine,  tee         4  Dt  SuOa  Nova,  o.  8, 10;  Htrmoniee  Mimdl, 

lib.  iv.e.  7.— Ed. 
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of  that  science  is,  in  troth,  little  else  than  an  incredible  narrative  of 
the  substitution  of  fictions  for  facts ;  the  converts  to  an  hypothesis, 
(and  every,  the  most  contradictory,  doctrine  has  had  its  day),  regu- 
larly seeing  and  reporting  only  in  conformity  with  its  dictates.1  The 
same  is  also  true  of  the  philosophy  of  mind ;  and  the  variations  and 
alternations  in  this  science,  which  are  perhaps  only  surpassed  by 
those  in  medicine,  are  to  be  traced  to  a  refusal  of  the  real  phenom- 
enon revealed  in  consciousness,  and  to  the  substitution  of  another, 
more  in  unison  with  preconceived  opinions  of  what  it  ought  to 
be.  Nor,  in  this  commutation  of  fact  with  fiction,  should  we 
suspect  that  there  is  any  mala  fides.  Prejudice,  imagination,  and 
passion,  sufficiently  explain  the  illusion.  "Fingunt  simul  cre- 
duntque." J  u  When,"  says  Kant, tt  we  have  once  heard  a  bad  report 
of  this  or  that  individual,  we  incontinently  think  that  we  read  the 
rogue  in  his  countenance;  fancy  here  mingles  with  observation, 
which  is  still  farther  vitiated  when  affection  or  passion  interferes." 

"The  passions,"  says  Helvetius,8  "not  only  concentrate  our 
attention  on  certain  exclusive  aspects  of  the  objects  which  they  pre- 
sent, but  they  likewise  often  deceive  us  in  showing  these  same 
objects  where  they  do  not  exist.  The  story  is  well  known  of  a  par- 
son and  a  gay  lady.  They  had  both  heard  that  the  moon  was 
peopled,  —  believed  it,  —  and,  telescope  in  hand,  were  attempting 
to  discover  the  inhabitants.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  says  the  lady, 
who  looked  first,  I  perceive  two  shadows ;  they  bend  toward  each 
other,  and,  I  have  no  doubt,  are  two  happy  lovers.  Lovers,  madam, 
says  the  divine,  who  looked  second ;  oh  fie !  the  two  shadows  you 
saw  are  the  two  steeples  of  a  cathedral.  This  story  is  the  history 
of  man.  In  general,  we  perceive  only  in  things  what  we  are  de- 
sirous of  finding :  on  the  earth  as  in  the  moon,  various  preposses- 
sions make  us  always  recognize  either  lovers  or  cathedrals." 

Such  are  the  two  intellectual  necessities  which  afford  the  two 
principal  sources  of  philosophy :  —  the  intellec- 
nhikwoiA^-w08^  *,n2^  nece8Sfty  of  refunding  effects  into  their 
causes  ;4  —  and  the  intellectual  necessity  of  car- 
rying up  our  knowledge  into  unity  or  system.  But,  besides  these 
intellectual  necessities,  which  are  involved  in  the  very  existence  of 
our  faculties  of  knowledge,  there  is  another  powerful  subsidiary  to 
the  same  effect,  —  in  a  certain  affection  of  our  capacities  of  feeling. 
This  feeling,  according  to  circumstances,  is  denominated  surprise^ 
astonishment,  admiration,  wondm-,  and,  when  blended  with  the 

1  See  the  Author's  Article  "  On  the  Eevolu-        *  Del  Esprit,  Disconrs  i.  chap.  il. 
Hods  of  Medicine,"  Discussions,  p.  242. — Ed.  4  [This  expression  ie  employed  by  Sergeant 

*  Taettu,  Hist.  lib.  ii.  0. 8.— Ed.  See  Method  to  Science,  p.  222.  C£  pp.  144, 145.] 
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intellectual  tendencies  we  have  considered,  it  obtains  the  name  of 
curiosity.  This  feeling,  though  it  cannot,  as  some  have  held,  be 
allowed  to  be  the  principal,  far  less  the  only,  cause  of  philosophy, 
is,  however,  a  powerful  auxiliary  to  speculation ;  and,  though  inade- 
quate to  account  for  the  existence  of  philosophy  absolutely,  it 
adequately  explains  the  preference  with,  which  certain  parts  of 
philosophy  have  been  cultivated,  and  the  order  in  which  philosophy 
in  general  has  been  developed.  We  may  err  both  in  exaggerating, 
and  in  extenuating,  its  influence.  Wonder  has  been  contemptuously 
called  the  daughter  of  ignorance ;  true,  but  wonder,  we  should  add, 
is  the  mother  of  knowledge.  Among  others,  Plato,  Aristotle,  Plu- 
tarch, and  Bacon,  have  all  concurred  in  testifying  to  the  influence 
of  this  principle.  "  Admiration,"  says  the  Platonic  Socrates  in  the 
Theatetus?  —  "  admiration  is  a  highly  philosophical  affection ;  in- 
deed, there  is  no  other  principle  of  philosophy  but  this." — "That 
philosophy,"  says  Aristotle,  "was  not  originally  studied  for  any 
practical  end,  is  manifest  from  those  who  first  began  to  philosophize. 
It  was,  in  fact,  wonder  which  then,  as  now,  determined  men  to  phi-  m 
losophicai  researches.  Among  the  phenomena  presented  to  them, 
their*  admiration  was  first  directed  to  those  more  proximate  and 
more  on  a  level  with  their  powers,  and  then  rising  by  degrees,  they 
came  at  length  to  demand  an  explanation  of  the  higher  phe- 
nomena, —  as  the  different  states  of  the  moon,  sun,  and  stars,  — 
and  the  origin  of  the  universe.  Now,  to  doubt  and  to  be  aston- 
ished, is  to  recognize  our  ignorance.  Hence  it  is  that  the  lover  of 
wisdom  is  in  a  certain  sort  a  lover  of  mythi,  (<£iAo/xv£os  inns),  for  the 
subject  of  mythi  is  the  astonishing  and  marvellous.  If  then,  men 
philosophize  to  escape  ignorance,  it  is  clear  that  they  pursue  know- 
ledge on  its  own  account,  and  not  for  the  sake  of  any  foreign 
utility.  This  is  proved  by  the  fact;  for  it  was  only  after  all  that 
pertained  to  the  wants,  welfare,  and  conveniences  of  life  had  been 
discovered,  that  men  commenced  their  philosophical  researches.  It 
is,  therefore,  manifest  that  we  do  not  study  philosophy  for  the  sake 
of  anything  ulterior ;  and,  as  we  call  him  a  free  man  who  belongs 
to  himself  and  not  to  another,  so  philosophy  is  of  all  sciences  the 
only  free  or  liberal  study,  for  it  alone  is  unto  itself  an  end."*  —  "It 
is  the  business  of  philosophy,"  says  Plutarch,  "  to  investigate,  to 
admire,  and  to  doubt."8  You  will  find  in  the  first  book  of  the 
De  Augmentis  of  Bacon,4  a  recognition  of  the  principle  "admiratio 


1  P.  156.  —  Ed.  toI.  li.  §  885;  hrtl  81  rov  ipOwcrwptTy,  tyif, 

»  Metaph.  lib.  I.  c.  2.    See  also  for  a  passage  T0  fljrct*,  rb  bounty,  «oi  kwoptiv.  —  Kb. 

to  a  similar  effect,  Rhetoric,  lib.  I.  c.  11.  4  Vol.  vill.  p.  8,  (Montagu's  ed.) 
8  Plutarch,  Utpl  rod  El  rov  4r  Af\$ot* , 
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est  semen  sapientift,"  and  copious  illustrations  of  its  truth,  —  illus- 
trations which  I  shall  not  quote,  but  they  deserve  your  private 
study. 

No  one,  however,  has  so  fully  illustrated  the  play  and  effect  of 
this  motive  as  a  distinguished  philosopher  of  this  country,  Adam 
Smith ;  although  he  has  attributed  too  little  to  the  principal,  too 
much  to  the  subsidiary,  momenta.  He  seems  not  to  have  been 
aware  of  what  had  been,  previously  to  him,  observed  in  regard  to 
this  principle  by  others.  You  will  find  the  discussion  among  his 
posthumous  essays,  in  that  entitled  The  Principles  which  lead  and 
direct  Philosophical  Inquiries,  illustrated  by  the  History  of  As» 
tronomy  ;— to  this  I  must  simply  refer  you. 
We  have  already  remarked,  that  the  principle  of  wonder  affords 

an  explanation  of  the  order  in  which  the  differ- 
oftt^w  ta^h  ent  ol^ect8  of  paHosophy  engaged  the  attention 
objects  studied.  of  mankind.    The  aim  of  all  philosophy  is  the 

discovery  of  principles,  that  is,  of  higher  causes ; 
.but,  in  the  procedure  to  this  end,  men  first  endeavored  to  explain 
those  phenomena  which  attracted  their  attention  by  arousing  their 
wonder.  The  child  is  wholly  absorbed  in  the  observation  of  the 
world  without ;  the  world  within  first  engages  the  contemplation  of 
the  man.  As  it  is  with  the  individual,  so  was  it  with  the  species. 
Philosophy,  before  attempting  the  problem  of  intelligence,  endeav- 
ored to  resolve  the  problem  of  nature.  The  spectacle  of  the  exter- 
nal universe  was  too  imposing  not  first  to  solicit  curiosity,  and  to 
direct  upon  itself  the  prelusive  efforts  of  philosophy.  Thales  and 
Pythagoras,  in  whom  philosophy  finds  its  earliest  representatives, 
endeavored  to  explain  the  organization  of  the  universe,  and  to  sub- 
stitute a  scientific  for  a  religious  cosmogony.  For  a  season  their 
successors  toiled  in  the  same  course ;  and  it  was  only  after  philoso- 
phy had  tried,  and  tired,  its  forces  on  external  nature,  that  the 
human  mind  recoiled  upon  itself  and  sought  in  the  study  of  its  own 
nature  the  object  and  end  of  philosophy.  The  mind  now  became 
to  itself  its  point  of  departure,  and  its  principal  object ;  and  its 
progress,  if  less  ambitious,  was  more  secure.  Socrates  was  he  who 
first  decided  this  new  destination  of  philosophy.  From  his  epoch 
man  sought  in  himself  the  solution  of  the  great  problem  of  exist- 
ence, and  the  history  of  philosophy  was  henceforward  only  a  deveU 
opment,  more  or  less  successful,  more  or  less  complete,  of  the 
inscription  on  the  Delphic  temple — IYw&i  aeavrw — Know  thyself  x 

1  Pteto,  Protagoras,  p.  848.— Ed.  [See  Gyruses,  Nowtxa*  Comn  dt  PkQtuophu,  p.  l.J 


LECTURE   V. 

THE  DISPOSITIONS  WITH  WHICH  PHILOSOPHY  OUGHT  TO 
BE  STUDIED. 

Having*  in  the  previous  Lectures,  informed  you, —  1°,  What 
Philosophy  is,  and  2°,  What  are  its  Causes,  I  would  now,  in  the 
third  place,  say  a  few  words  to  you  on  the  Dispositions  with  which 
Philosophy  ought  to  be  studied,  for,  without  certain  practical  con- 
ditions a  speculative  knowledge  of  the  most  perfect  Method  of 
procedure,  (our  next  following  question,)  remains  barren  and  unap- 
plied. 

*To  attain  to  a  knowledge  of  ourselves,"  says  Socrates,  "we 
must  banish  prejudice,  passion,  and  sloth ; " 1  and  no  one  who  neg- 
lects this  preoept  can  hope  to  make  any  progress  in  the  philosophy 
of  the  human  mind,  which  is  only  another  term  for  the  knowledge 
of  ourselves. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  all  prejudices,  —  that  is,  all  opinions 
formed  on  irrational  grounds,— •  ought  to  be 
Kwt  condition  of  removed.  A  preliminary  doubt  is  thus  the  fun- 
phr— renimoiftUon  of  damental  condition  of  philosophy ;  and  the  ne- 
pfr^odioe.  cessity  of  such  a  doubt  is  no  less  apparent  than 

is  its  difficulty.  We  do  not  approach  the  study 
of  philosophy  ignorant,  but  perverted.  a  There  is  no  one  who  has 
not  grown  up  under  a  load  of  beliefs  —  beliefs  which  he  owes  to 
the  accidents  of  country  and  family,  to  the  books  he  has  read,  to  the 
society  he  has  frequented,  to  the  education  he  has  received,  and,  in 
general,  to  the  circumstances  which  have  concurred  in  the  formation 
of  his  intellectual  and  moral  habits.  These  beliefs  may  be  true,  or 
they  may  be  false,  or,  what  is  more  probable,  they  may  be  a  medley 
of  truths  and  errors.  It  is,  however,  under  their  influence  that  he 
studies,  and  through  them,  as  through  a  prism,  that  he  views  and 
judges  the  objects  of  knowledge.  Everything  is  therefore  seen  by 
him  in  false  colors,  and  in  distorted  relations.    And  this  is  the  rea- 

[8ee  Gfttten-Arnotilt,  Dottrine  Philosophupu,  p.  89.] 
8 


68  METAPHYSICS.  Lbct.  Y. 

son  why  philosophy,  as  the  science  of  truth,  requires  a  renunciation 
of  prejudices,  (prw-judicia,  opiniones  pro-judioat&), —  that  is,  con- 
clusions formed  without  a  previous  examination  of  their  grounds.9' l 
In  this,  if  I  may  without  irreverence  compare  things  human  with 
things  divine,  Christianity  and  Philosophy  coin- 
in  thto  Christianity      cide^_for  trutn  ^  equally  the  end  of  both. 

and  Philosophy  at  one.  .  A-  v  i*  a 

What  is  the  primary  condition  which  our  Sa- 
viour requires  of  his  disciples  ?  That  they  throw  off  their  old  pre- 
judices, and  come  with  hearts  willing  to  receive  knowledge  and  un- 
derstandings open  to  conviction.  tt  Unless,"  He  says,  tt  ye  become 
as  little  children,  ye  shall  not  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Such 
is  true  religion ;  such  also  is  true  philosophy.  Philosophy  requires 
an  emancipation  from  the  yoke  of  foreign  authority,  a  renunciation 
of  all  blind  adhesion  to  the  opinions  of  our  age  and  country,  and  a 
purification  of  the  intellect  from  all  assumptive  beliefs.  Unless  we 
can  cast  off  the  prejudices  of  the  man,  and  become  as  children,  do- 
cile and  unperverted,  we  need  never  hope  to  enter  the  temple  of 
philosophy.  It  is  the  neglect  of  this  primary  condition  which  has 
mainly  occasioned  men  to  wander  from  the  unity  of  truth,  and 
caused  the  endless  variety  of  religious  and  philosophical  sects. 
Men  would  not  submit  to  approach  the  word  of  God  in  order  to 
receive  from  that  alone  their  doctrine  and  their  faith ;  but  they  came 
in  general  with  preconceived  opinions,  and,  accordingly,  each  found 
in  revelation  only  what  he  was  predetermined  to  find.  So,  in  like 
manner,  is  it  in  philosophy.  Consciousness  is  to 
theC^0U8n6"  aa-  the  philosopher  what  the  Bible  is  to  the  theo- 
logian. Both  are  revelations  of  the  truth,— 
and  both  afford  the  truth  to  those  who  are  content  to  receive  it,  as 
it  ought  to  be  received,  with  reverence  and  submission.  But  as  it 
has,  too  frequently,  fared  with  the  one  revelation,  so  has  it  with  the 
other.  Men  turned,  indeed,  to  consciousness,  and  professed  to  re- 
gard its  authority  as  paramount,  but  they  were  not  content  humbly 
to  accept  the  facts  which  consciousness  revealed,  and  to  establish 
these  without  retrenchment  or  distortion,  as  the  only  principles  of 
their  philosophy ;  on  the  contrary,  they  came  with  opinions  already 
formed,  with  systems  already  constructed,  and  while  they  eagerly 
appealed  to  consciousness  when  its  data  supported  their  conclusions, 
they  made  no  scruple  to  overlook,  or  to  misinterpret,  its  facts  when 
these  were  not  in  harmony  with  their  speculations.  Thus  religion 
and  philosophy,  as  they  both  terminate  in  the  same  end,  so  they 
both  depart  from  the  same  fundamental  condition.    "  Aditus  ad  reg- 

1  [Gatten-Arnoult,  Do*.  PhUn  pp.  £9, 40.] 
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num  hominis,  quod  fhndatur  in  scientiis,  quam  ad  regnum  ccelorum, 
in  quod,  nisi  sub  persona  infantis,  intrare  non  datur"1 

But  the  influence  of  early  prejudice  is  the  more  dangerous,  inas- 
much as  this  influence  is  unobtrusive.    Few  of 

J*??*** jtxi^i**  us  are'  PernaPB>  m^y  aware  OI* b°w  little  we  owe 
to  ourselves,  —  how  much  to  the  influence  of 
others,  aNon  licet,'*  sayB  Seneca,  "ire  recta  via;  trahunt  in  pra- 
vum  parentes;  trahunt  servi;  nemo  erratum  sibi  sed  dementiam 
spargit  in  proximos  accipitque  invicem.  Et  ideo,  in  singulis  vhia 
populorum  sunt,  quia  ilia  populus  dedit ;  dum  facit  quisque  pejorem, 
factus  est  Bidicit  deteriora,  deinde  docuit :  effectaque  est  ingens 
31a  nequitia,  congesto  in  unum,  quod  cuique  pessimum  scitur.  Sit 
ergo  ahquis  custos,  et  aurem  subinde  pervellat,  abigatque  rumores  et 
reclamet  populis  laudantibus.w  * 

Man  is  by  nature  a  social  animal.  u  He  is  more  political,"  says 
Aristotle,  "  than  any  bee  or  ant"3    But  the  ex- 

8oan»  of  die  power      igtence  of  society,  from  a  family  to  a  state,  sup- 

of  custom.    Mmh  a  iq.  .      _  #»  .  . 

dai  animaL  poses  a  certain  harmony  of  sentiment  among  its 

members;  and  nature  has,  accordingly,  wisely 
implanted  in  us  a  tendency  to  assimilate  in  opinions  and  habits  of 
thought  to  those  with  whom  we  live  and  act  There  is  thus,  in 
every  society  great  or  small,  a  certain  gravitation  of  opinions  to- 
wards a  common  centre.  As  in  our  natural  body,  every  part  has  a 
necessary  sympathy  with  every  other,  and  all  together  form,  by  their 
harmonious  conspiration,  a  healthy  whole;  so,  in  the  social  body, 
there  is  always  a  strong  predisposition,  in  each  of  its  members,  to 
act  and  think  in  unison  with  the  rest.  This  universal  sympathy,  or 
fellow-feeling,  of  our  social  nature,  is  the  principle  of  the  different 
spirit  dominant  in  different  ages,  countries,  ranks,  sexes,  and  periods 
of  life.  It  is  the  cause  why  fashions,  why  political  and  religions 
enthusiasm,  why  moral  example,  either  for  good  or  evil,  spread  so 
rapidly,  and  exert  so  powerful  an  influence.  As  men  are  naturally 
prone  to  imitate  others,  they  consequently  regard,  as  important  or 
insignificant,  as  honorable  or  disgraceful,  as  true  or  false,  as  good  or 
bad,  what  those  around  them  consider  in  the  same  light  They  love 
and  hate  what  they  see  others  desire  and  eschew.  This  is  not  to  be 
regretted ;  it  is  natural,  and,  consequently,  it  is  right  Indeed,  were 
it  otherwise,  society  could  not  subsist,  for  nothing  can  be  more  ap- 
parent than  that  mankind  in  general,  destined  as  they  are  to  occu- 
pations incompatible  with  intellectual  cultivation,  are  wholly  inca- 
pable of  forming  opinions  for  themselves  on  many  of  the  most  impor- 

1  Bacon,  Nov.  Org.  lib.  1.,  aph.  btviii.  »  &i*.  xehr.  *  R**t.  i.  2.— Ed. 
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taut  objects  of  human  consideration.  If  such,  however,  be  the  in- 
tentions of  nature  with  respeot  to  the  unenlightened  classes,  it  is 
manifest  that  a  heavier  obligation  is  thereby  laid  on  those  who  en* 
joy  the  advantages  of  intellectual  cultivation,  to  examine  with  dili- 
gence and  impartiality  the  foundations  of  those  opinions  which  have 
any  connection  with  the  welfare  of  mankind.  If  the  multitude  must 
be  led,  it  is  of  consequence  that  it  be  led  by  enlightened  conductors. 
That  the  great  multitude  of  mankind  are,  by  natural  disposition, 
only  what  others  are,  is  a  fact  at  all  times  so  obtrusive,  that  it  could 
not  escape  observation  from  the  moment  a  reflective  eye  was  first 
turned  upon  man.  u  The  whole  conduct  of  Cambyses,"  says  Hero- 
dotus, 1  the  father  of  history,  tf  towards  the  Egyptian  gods,  sanctu- 
aries, and  priests,  convinces  me  that  this  king  was  in  the  highest  de- 
gree insane,  for  otherwise  he  would  not  have  insulted  the  worship 
and  holy  things  of  the  Egyptians.  If  any  one  should  accord  to  all 
men  the  permission  to  make  free  choice  of  the  best  among  all 
onstoms,  undoubtedly  each  would  choose  his  own.  That  this  would 
certainly  happen  can  be  shown  by  many  examples,  and,  among 
others,  by  the  following.  The  King  Darius  once  asked  the  Greeks 
who  were  resident  in  his  court,  at  what  price  they  could  be  induced 
to  devour  their  dead  parents.  The  Greeks  answered,  that  to  this 
no  price  could  bribe  them.  Thereupon  the  king  asked  some  In- 
dians who  were  in  the  habit  of  eating  their  dead  parents,  what  they 
would  take  not  to  eat  but  to  burn  them ;  and  the  Indians  answered 
even  as  the  Greeks  had  done."  Herodotus  concludes  this  narrative 
with  the  observation,  that  "Pindar  had  justly  entitled  Custom-** 
the  Queen  of  the  World.9 

The  ancient  skeptics,  from  the  conformity  of  men  in  every 
country,  their  habits  of  thinking,  feeling,  and 

Skeptical  inftranc*      ^^    ftnd  from  the  divereity  of  different  nations 

from  the  inflaenoe  of        .       .  «    ,  .       .«         *     , 

OTrtom.  m  these  habits,  inferred  that  nothing  was  by  na- 

ture beautiful  or  deformed,  true  or  false,  good  or 
bad,  but  that  these  distinctions  originated  solely  in  custom.  The 
modern  skepticism  of  Montaigne  terminates  in  the  same  assertion ; 
and  the  sublime  misanthropy  of  Pascal  has  almost  carried  him  to  a 
similar  exaggeration.  tf  In  the  just  and  the  unjust,"  says  he,  "  we 
find  hardly  anything  which  does  not  change  its  character  in  chang- 
ing its  climate.  Three  degrees  of  an  elevation  of  the  pole  reverses 
the  whole  of  jurisprudence.  A  meridian  is  decisive  of  truth,  and 
a  few  years  of  possession.  Fundamental  laws  change.  Right  has 
its  epochs.    A  pleasant  justice  which  a  river  or  a  mountain  limits. 

1  Lib.  ill.  87,88. 
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Troth,  on  this  ride  the  Pyrenees,  error  on  the  other! W1    This  do©* 

trine  is  exaggerated,  bat  it  has  a  foundation  in  truth ;  and  the  most 

zealous  champions  of  the  immutability  of  moral  distinctions  are 

unanimous  in  acknowledging  the  powerful  influence  which  the 

opinions,  tastes,  manners,  affections,  and  actions  of  the  society  in 

which  we  live,  exert  upon  all  and  each  of  Us  members.* 

Nor  is  this  influence  of  man  on  man  less  unambiguous  in  times  of 

social  tranquillity,  than  in  crises  of  social  convul- 

tms  influence  of      gjoll#    ^  geasons  cf  political  and  religious  revo- 

iraoii  Dmnin  ttaM      lution,  there  arises  a  straggle  between  the  resist- 
both    of  tranquility  "f  ~^» 
and  oqhthMmi.             uig  force  of  ancient  habits  and  the  contagious 

sympathy  of  new  modes  of  feeling  and  thought* 
In  one  portion  of  society,  the  inveterate  influence  of  custom  prevails 
over  the  contagion  of  example ;  in  others,  the  contagion  of  example 
prevails  over  the  conservative  force  of  antiquity  and  habit.  In 
either  case,  however,  we  think  and  act  always  in  sympathy  with 
others.  "We  remain,"  says  an  illustrious  philosopher,  u submissive 
so  long  as  the  world  continues  to  set  the  example.  As  we  follow 
the  herd  in  forming  our  conceptions  of  what  is  respectable,  so  we 
are  ready  to  follow  the  multitude  also,  when  such  conceptions  come 
to  be  questioned  or  rejected ;  and  are  no  less  vehement  reformers, 
when  the  current  of  opinion  has  turned  against  former  establish* 
ments,  than  we  were  zealous  abettors  while  that  current  continued 
to  set  in  a  different  direction" * 
Thus  it  is  that  no  revolution  in  public  opinion  is  the  work  of  an 

individual,  of  a  single  cause,  or  of  a  day.    When 

Belntlon  of  the  Indl-         ,  .  .    \  .       ,     ,  * 

Tidui  to  sodai  crises.  tne  c*181*  has  arrived,  the  catastrophe  must  en- 
sue ;  but  the  agents  through  whom  it  is  appar- 
ently accomplished,  though  they  may  accelerate,  cannot  originate 
its  occurrence.  Who  believes  that  but  for  Luther  or  Zwingli  the 
Reformation  would  not  have  been?  Their  individual,  their  per- 
sonal energy  and  zeal,  perhaps,  hastened  by  a  year  or  two  the  event ; 
but  bad  the  public  mind  not  been  already  ripe  for  their  revolt,  the 
fate  of  Luther  and  Zwingli,  in  the  sixteenth  century,  would  have 
been  that  of  Huss  and  Jerome  of  Prague  in  the  fifteenth.  Woe  to 
the  revolutionist  who  is  not  himself  a  creature  of  the  revolution  1 
If  he  anticipate,  he  is  lost;  for  it  requires,  what  no  individual  can 
supply,  a  long  and  powerful  counter-sympathy  in  a  nation  to  un- 
twine the  ties  of  custom  which  bind  a  people  to  the  established  and 

1  /Vju^m,  p«rtteI.artvL  j8,(rol.  il.p.128,      trttfU  und  WUUnskrttfU  du  Mmwtat,  U.  S26, 
«L  Pionftfc.)  (ed.  1806.) 

ft  Sob  Mdners,  Xhumttkmgm  Ubr  dU  DenJk-        8  Ferguson's  Moral  and  Political  Science,  rol. 

1.  put  I  chap.  ii.  *  11,  p.  186. 


62  METAPHYSICS.  Lect.  V. 

the  old.    This  is  finely  expressed  by  Schiller,  in  a  soliloquy  from  die 
mouth  of  the  revolutionary  Walle ostein :  — 


Schiller.        "  What  is  thy  purpose  ?   Hast  thou  fairly  weighed  it  ? 
Thou  seekest  eVn  from  its  broad  base  to  shake 
The  calm  enthroned  majesty  of  power, 
By  ages  of  possession  consecrate — 
Finn  rooted  in  the  rugged  soil  of  custom  — 
And  with  the  people's  first  and  fondest  faith, 
As  with  a  thousand  stubborn  tendrils  twined. 
That  were  no  strife  where  strength  contends  with  strength* 
It  is  not  strength  I  fear— I  fear  no  foe 
Whom  with  my  bodily  eye  I  see  and  scan; 
Who,  brave  himself,  inflames  my  courage  too. 
It  is  an  unseen  enemy  I  dread, 
Who,  in  the  hearts  of  mankind,  fights  against  me— 
Fearful  to  me  but  from  his  own  weak  fear. 
Not  that  which  proudly  towers  in  life  and  strength 
Is  truly  dreadful ;  but  the  mean  and  common, 
The  memory  of  the  eternal  yesterday. 
Which,  ever-warning,  ever  still  returns. 
And  weighs  to-morrow,  for  it  weighed  to-day; 
Out  of  the  common  is  man's  nature  framed. 
And  custom  is  the  nurse  to  whom  he  cleaves. 
Woe  then  to  him  whose  daring  hand  profanes 
The  honored  heir-looms  of  his  ancestors  1 
There  is  a  consecrating  power  in  time; 
And  what  is  gray  with  years  to  man  is  godlike. 
Be  in  possession,  and  thou  art  in  right; 
The  crowd  will  lend  thee  aid  to  keep  it  sacred." l 

This  may  enable  you  to  understand  how  seductive  is  the  influence 

of  example ;  and  I  should  have  no  end  were  I  to  quote  to  you  ail 

that  philosophers  have  said  of  the  prevalence  and  evil  influence  of 

prejudice  and  opinion. 

We  have  seen  that  custom  is  called,  by  Pindar  and  Herodotus, 

the  Queen  of  the  World — and  the  same  thing 

Testimonies  of  phii-      ^  expreggea  by  the  adage  —  "Mundus  regitur 

osophen  to  the  power  .   . v  „    J         .    .    ^  fe 

of  received  opinion.  opiniombus."    «  Opinion,"  says  the  great  Pascal, 

u  disposes  of  all  things.  It  constitutes  beauty, 
justice,  happiness ;  and  these  are  the  all  in  all  of  the  world.  I  would 
with  all  my  heart  see  the  Italian  book  of  which  I  know  only  the 

1  WaBenttein,    (Translated  by  Mr.  George  Moir.)    Act  i.  seene  4,  p.  1&. 
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tide, — a  title,  however,  which  is  itself  worth  many  books  —  Delia 
opinions  regina  del  mondo.  I  subscribe  to  it  implicitly ." l  a  Cou- 
tume,"  says  Regnier, 

M  Coutnme,  opinion,  reluct  de  notre  sort, 
Vous  reglez  dee  mortels,  et  la  vie,  et  la  mortl " 

u  Almost  every  opinion  we  have,"  says  the  pious  Charon,  u  we 
have  but  by  authority ;  we  believe,  judge,  act,  live  and  die  on  trust, 
as  common  custom  teaches  us ;  and  rightly,  for  we  are  too  weak  to 
decide  and  choose  of  ourselves*  But  the  wise  do  not  act  thus."  * 
u  Every  opinion,'9  says  Montaigne,  "  is  strong  enough  to  have  had  its 
martyrs;"8  and  SirW.  Raleigh— "It  is  opinion,  not  truth,  that 
travelleth  the  world  without  passport."4  u  Opinion,"  says  Heracli- 
tus,  "is  a  falling  sickness;" '  "and  Luther — "O  doxa!  doxa!  quam 
*  es  communis  noxa."  In  a  word,  as  Hommel  has  it,  u  An  ounce  of 
custom  outweighs  a  ton  of  reason."  • 

Such  being  the  recognized  universality  and  evil  effect  of  preju- 
dice, philosophers  have,  consequently,  been  unan- 
Phnosophen  nsani-      imous  in  making  doubt  the  first  step  towards 
aTm^^^      pMosophy.    Aristotle  has  a  fine  chapter  in  his 
oiphy.  Metaphysics 7  on  the  utility  of  doubt,  and  on  the 

things  which  we  ought  first  to  doubt  of;  and  he 
concludes  by  establishing  that  the  success  of  philosophy  depends  on 
the  art  of  doubting  well.  This  is  even  enjoined  on  us  by  the  Apostle. 
For  in  saying  u  Prove"  (which  may  be  more  correctly  translated  test) 
— "Test  all  things,"  he  implicitly  commands  us  to  doubt  all  things. 
u  He,"  says  Bacon, "  who  would  become  philosopher,  must  com- 
^^  mence  by  repudiating  belief;"  and  he  concludes 

one  of  the  most  remarkable  passages  of  his  writ- 
ings, with  the  observation,  that  "  were  there  a  stogie  man  to  be 
found  with  a  firmness  sufficient  to  efface  from  his  mind  the  theories 
and  notions  vulgarly  received,  and  to  apply  his  intellect  free  and 
without  prevention,  the  best  hopes  might  be  entertained  of  his 
.^.  success."*    "To  philosophize,"  says  Descartes, 

"  seriously,  and  to  good  effect,  it  is  necessary  for 
a  man  to  renounce  all  prejudices ;  in  other  words,  to  apply  the  great- 

1  Amu**,  partie  I.  art  S  ri.  &  [Vol.  11.  p.  4  Preface  to  his  History  ofth*  Warid. 

63,  ed.  Faagtre.    M.  Fangere  has  restored  *  Diog.  Laert  lib.  ix.  \  7. 

the  original  text  of  Pascal  —  " ^imagination  6  [Alex.  v.  Joch  (Hommel),  fiber  Bdokmmg 

dispose  de  tout."    The  ordinary  reading  is  u*d  Strafe,  p.  111.    See  Krug.  Philosophise)*** 

ir'spr'nto*.— £d.]  Lexikon,  vol.  v.  p.  467,  art.  Otwohnktit.] 

t  Dela  Sagetae,  liv.  i.  chap.  xvi.  7  Lib.  ii.  c.  1.  —  Ed. 

3  £msu,  liv.  1.  ohap.  xL  8  "  Nemo  adhuo  tanta  mentis  const  an  tia  in* 
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est  care  to  doubt  of  all  his  previous  opinions,  so  long  as  these  have 
not  been  subjected  to  a  new  examination,  and  been  recognized  as 
true."1  But  it  is  needless  to  multiply  authorities  in  support  of  so 
obvious  a  truth.  The  ancient  philosophers  refused  to  admit  slaves 
to  their  instruction.  Prejudice  makes  men  slaves;  it  disqualifies 
them  for  the  pursuit  of  truth ;  and  their  emancipation  from  preju- 
dice is  what  philosophy  first  inculcates  on,  what  it  first  requires  o£ 
its  disciples.9  Let  us,  however,  beware  that  we  act  not  the  part  of 
revolted  slaves;  that  in  asserting  our  liberty  we  do  not  run  into 
license.    Philosophical  doubt  is  not  an  end  but 

Philosophical  doubt  _      _  r,       .  ,  , 

a  mean.  We  doubt  in  order  that  we  may  be- 
lieve ;  we  begin  that  we  may  not  end  with  doubt.  We  doubt  once 
that  we  may  believe  always ;  we  renounce  authority  that  we  may 
follow  reason ;  we  surrender  opinion  that  we  may  obtain  knowledge. 
We  must  be  protestants,  not  infidels,  in  philosophy.  tf  There  is  a 
great  difference,'*  says  Malebranche,  "between 
doubting  and  doubting.— We  doubt  through 
passion  and  brutality;  through  blindness  and  malice,  and  finally 
through  fancy  and  from  the  very  wish  to  doubt ;  but  we  doubt  also 
from  prudence  and  through  distrust,  from  wisdom  and  through 
penetration  of  mind.  The  former  doubt  is  a  doubt  of  darkness, 
which  never  issues  to  the  light,  but  leads  us  always  further  from  it ; 
the  latter  is  a  doubt  which  is  born  of  the  light,  and  which  aids  in  a 
certain  sort  to  produce  light  in  its  turn."  Indeed,  were  the  effect 
of  philosophy  the  establishment  of  doubt,  the  remedy  would  be 
worse  than  the  disease.  Doubt,  as  a  permanent  state  of  mind, 
would  be,  in  fact,  little  better  than  an  intellectual  death.  The  mind 
lives  as  it  believes,  —  it  lives  in  the  affirmation  of  itself  of  nature, 
and  of  God ;  a  doubt  upon  any  one  of  these  would  be  a  diminution 
of  its  life,  — a  doubt  upon  the  three,  were  it  possible,  would  be  tan- 
tamount to  a  mental  annihilation.  It  is  well  observed,  by -Mr. 
Stewart,  "  that  it  is  not  merely  in  order  to  free 
the  mind  from  the  influence  of  error,  that  it  is 
useful  to  examine  the  foundation  of  established  opinions.    It  is  such 


▼entus  est,  nt  decrevcrit,  et  sibi  imposuerit,  alalia  de  integro  appUoet,  de  eo  melius  sper- 

tbeorfts  et  notiones  communes  penitns  abo-  andum  est"  —Nov.  Org.  i.  aph.  xcvii. ;  Works, 

lere,  et  intellectum  abrasum  et  jeqnum  ad  vol.  ix.  p.  262,  (Montagu's  ed.)  See  also  cm- 

particalaria,  de  Integra,  applicare.     Itaqae  nino  Nov.  Org.  i.  aph.  lxviii. 

ilia  ratio  humana  qnam  habemns,  ex  multa  l  Prin.  PhiL  pars  i.  f  75.    [Cf.  Clauberg, 

flde,  et  mnlto  etiam  easu,  nee  non  ex  puerili-  Ik  Dubtouiotu  Cartesiana,  ee.  i.  ii.    Opera,  p. 

bus,  quas  primo  hausimus,  notionibus,  far-  1181.— Ed.] 

rago  qnsedam  est,  et  congeries.    Quod  siquis  %  [Cf.  Gatien-Arnoult,  Doct.  Fkil.y  p.  41.] 

aetata  matura,  et  sensibus  integris,  et  mente  *  Redurdu  de  la  Virtu,  lir.  i  chap  xx.  *  8. 

repmgaia,  se  ad  experieutiam,  et  ad  partio- 
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an  examination  alone,  that,  in  an  inquisitive  age  like  the  present, 
can  secure  a  philosopher  from  the  danger  of  unlimited  skepticism. 
To  this  extreme,  indeed,  the  complexion  of  the  times  is  more  likely 
to  give  him  a  tendency,  than  to  implicit  credulity.  In  the  former 
ages  of  ignorance  and  superstition,  the  intimate  association  which 
had  been  formed,  in  the  prevailing  systems  of  education,  between 
truth  and  error,  had  given  to  the  latter  an  ascendant  over  the 
minds  of  men,  which  it  could  never  have  acquired  if  divested  of 
such  an  alliance.  The  case  has,  of  late  years,  been  most  remarkably 
reversed:  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  in  consequence  of  the 
growth  of  a  more  liberal  spirit  of  inquiry,  has  revolted  against  many 
of  those  absurdities  which  had  so  long  held  human  reason  in  captiv- 
ity ;  and  it  was,  perhaps,  more  than  could  have  been  reasonably  ex- 
pected, that,  in  the  first  moments  of  their  emancipation,  philosophers 
should  have  stopped  short  at  the  precise  boundary  which  cooler  re- 
flection and  more  moderate  views  would  have  prescribed.  The  fact 
is,  that  they  have  passed  far  beyond  it ;  and  that,  in  their  zeal  to 
destroy  prejudices,  they  have  attempted  to  tear  up  by  the  roots 
many  of  the  best  and  happiest  and  most  essential  principles  of  our 
nature.  That  implicit  credulity  is  a  mark  of  a  feeble  mind,  will  not 
be  disputed ;  but  it  may  not,  perhaps,  be  as  generally  acknowledged, 
that  the  case  is  the  same  with  unlimited  skepticism :  on  the  contrary, 
we  are  sometimes  apt  to  ascribe  this  disposition  to  a  more  than 
ordinary  vigor  of  intellect.  Such  a  prejudice  was  by  no  means 
unnatural,  at  that  period  in  the  history  of  modern  Europe,  when 
reason  first  began  to  throw  off  the  yoke  of  authority,  and  when  it 
unquestionably  required  a  superiority  of  understanding,  as  well  as 
of  intrepidity,  for  an  individual  to  resist  the  contagion  of  prevailing 
superstition.  But,  in  the  present  age,  in  which  the  tendency  of 
fashionable  opinions  is  directly  opposite  to  those  of  the  vulgar,  the 
philosophical  creed,  or  the  philosophical  skepticism,  of  by  far  the 
greater  number  of  those  who  value  themselves  on  an  emancipation 
from  popular  errors,  arises  from  the  very  same  weakness  with  the 
credulity  of  the  multitude ;  nor  is  it  going  too  far  to  say,  with  Rous- 
seau, that  'he  who,  in  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century,  has 
brought  himself  to  abandon  all  his  early  principles  without  discrim- 
ination, would  probably  have  been  a  bigot  in  the  days  of  the 
League.'  In  the  midst  of  these  contrary  impulses  of  fashionable 
and  vulgar  prejudices,  he  alone  evinces  the  superiority  and  the 
strength  of  his  mind,  who  is  able  to  disentangle  truth  from  error ; 
and  to  oppose  the  clear  conclusions  of  his  own  unbiassed  faculties 
to  the  united  clamors  of  superstition  and  of  false  philosophy. 
Such  are  the  men  whom  nature  marks  out  to  be  the  lights  of  the 

9 
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world ;  to  fix  the  wavering  opinions  of  the  multitude,  and  to  im- 
press their  own  characters  on  that  of  their  age.  WI 
In  a  word,  philosophy  is,  as  Aristotle  has  justly  expressed  it,  not 
Aril!**!*.  tne  ar^  °^  doubting,  but  the  art  of  doubting 

^^  well.8 

In  the  second  place,  in  obedience  to  the  precept  of  Socrates,  the 
passions,  under  which  we  shall  include  sloth, 

Second      practical  ht  ^  ^  snbjUgated. 

condition,  —  sutynga-  pL  *  ....  -     .  .     _ 

tloa  of  the  pcaion*.  These  ruffle  the  tranquillity  of  the  mind,  and 

consequently  deprive  it  of  the  power  of  carefully 
considering  all  that  the  solution  of  a  question  requires  should  be 
examined.  A  man  under  the  agitation  of  any  lively  emotion,  is 
hardly  aware  of  aught  but  what  has  immediate  relation  to  the  pas- 
sion which  agitates  and  engrosses  him.  Among  the  affections  which 
influence  the  will,  and  induce  it  to  adhere  to  skepticism  or  error, 
there  is  none  more  dangerous  than  sloth.  The 
greater  proportion  of  mankind  are  inclined  to 
spare  themselves  the  trouble  of  a  long  and  laborious  inquiry ;  or 
they  fancy  that  a  superficial  examination  is  enough ;  and  the  slight- 
est agreement  between  a  few  objects,  in  a  few  petty  points,  they  at 
once  assume  as  evincing  the  correspondence  of  the  whole  throughout. 
Others  apply  themselves  exclusively  to  the  matters  which  it  is  ab- 
solutely necessary  for  them  to  know,  and  take  no  account  of  any 
opinion  but  that  which  they  have  stumbled  on,  —  for  no  other  rea- 
son than"  that  they  have  embraced  it,  and  are  unwilling  to  recom- 
mence the  labor  of  learning.  They  receive  their  opinion  on  the 
authority  of  those  who  have  had  suggested  to  them  their  own ;  and 
they  are  always  facile  scholars,  for  the  slightest  probability  is,  for 
them,  all  the  evidence  that  they  require. 

Pride  is  a  powerful  impediment  to  a  progress 
in  knowledge.  Under  the  influence  of  this  pas- 
sion, men  seek  honor,  but  not  truth.  They  do  not  cultivate  what  is 
most  valuable  in  reality,  but  what  is  most  valuable  in  opinion. 
They  disdain,  perhaps,  what  can  be  easily  accomplished,  and  apply 
themselves  to  the  obscure  and  recondite ;  but  as  the  vulgar  and 
easy  is  the  foundation  on  which  the  rare  and  arduous  is  built,  they 
fail  even  in  attaining  the  object  of  their  ambition,  and  remain  with 
only  a  farrago  of  confused  and  ill-assorted  notions.    In  all  its 


l  CoU.  Workt,  vol.  II.  j  BUments,  vol.  i.  book  ^  ^  brrtpov  wwopta  kfois  riV  *p6r<pow 

11.  i  1,  p.  68,  *t  *q.  iLTopovpdpmr  tori,  AlW  8*  06*  fori*  frypo- 
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phases,  self-lore  is  an  enemy  to  philosophical  progress ;  and  the  his- 
tory of  philosophy  is  filled  with  the  illusions  of  which  it  has  been 
the  source.  On  the  one  side,  it  has  led  men  to  close  their  eyes 
against  the  most  evident  truths  which  were  not  in  harmony  with 
their  adopted  opinions.  It  is  said  that  there  was  not  a  physician  in 
Europe,  above  the  age  of  forty,  who  would  admit  Harvey's  discovery 
.of  the  circulation  of  the  blood.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  finely  ob- 
served by  Bacon,  that  a  the  eye  of  human  intellect  is  not  dry,  but 
receives  a  suffusion  from  the  will  and  from  the  affections,  so  that  it 
may  almost  be  said  to  engender  any  sciences  it  pleases.  For  what 
a  man  wishes  to  be  true,  that  he  prefers  believing."1  And,  in 
another  place,  "  if  the  human  intellect  hath  once  taken  a  liking  to 
amy  doctrine,  either  because  received  and  credited,  or  because  other- 
wise pleasing, — it  draws  everything  else  into  harmony  with  that 
doctrine,  and  to  its  support ;  and  albeit  there  may  be  found  a  more 
powerful  array  of  contradictory  instances,  these,  however,  it  eitner 
does  not  observe,  or  it  contemns,  or  by  distinction  extenuates  and 
rgects."* 

I  Nov.  a».lib.i.apkxlix.  *  iWrf.        vlvt 


LECTURE    VI. 

THE   METHOD   OF   PHIL080PHT. 

The  next  question  we  proceed  to  consider  is, — What  is  the 
true  Method  or  Methods  of  Philosophy? 

There  is  only  one  possible  method  in  philosophy ;  and  what  have 
been  called  the  different  methods  of  different  philosophers,  vary 
from  each  other  only  as  more  or  less  perfect  applications  of  this 
one  Method  to  the  objects  of  knowledge. 
All  method1  is  a  rational  progress, —  a  progress  towards  an  end; 
and  the  method  of  philosophy  is  the  procedure 
Method  a  progress      conducive  to  the  end  which  philosophy  pro- 
poses.    The  ends,  —  the  final  causes  of  philoso- 
phy,—  as  we  have  seen,  —  are  two; — first,  the  discovery  of  effi- 
cient causes;  secondly,  the  generalization  of  our  knowledge  into 
unity;  —  two  ends,  however,  which  fall  together  into  one,  inas- 
much as  the  higher  we  proceed  in  the  discovery  of  causes,  we 
necessarily  approximate  more  and  more  to  unity.    The  detection 
of  the  one  in  the  many  might,  therefore,  be  laid  down  as  the  end 
to  which  philosophy,  though  it  can  never  reach 
Philosophy  has  but      .+  tends  continually  to  approximate.    But,  con- 
one  pooiible  method.  /  ,        .  ,     .  ,      ,       , 

sidenng  philosophy  in  relation  to  both  these 

ends,  I  shall  endeavor  to  show  you  that  it  has  only  one  possible 
method. 

Considering  philosophy,  in  the  first  place,  in  relation  to  its  first 

end, — the  discovery  of  causes, — we  have  seen 

This  shown  in  reia-      ^  ^ge^  (taking  that  term  as  synonymous 

tlon  to  the  first  end  of         -         ..       -J/    \      x.'\  *t        iv    *  i  J         -.  v    x 

Philosophy.  *or  *"!  without  which  the  effect  would  not  be,) 

are  only  the  coefficients  of  the  effect ;  an  effect 
being  nothing  more  than  the  sum  or  complement  of  all  the  partial 
causes,  the  concurrence  of  which  constitute  its  existence.  This 
being  the  case,  —  and  as  it  is  only  by  experience  that  we  discover 


l  [On  the  dUferenoe  between  Order  and  post  aliam;  Kethodns  at  vnam  per  aliam." 

Method,  see  Facciolatl,  Rudimenta  Logic*,  Cf.  Zabarella,  Op.  Log.,  pp.  139, 149, 228, 226; 

parol  v.  e.  1.  note :  "  Methodns  differt  ab  Or-  Molineus,  Log.,  p.  984  et  uq.  p.  244  *  —q.,  ed. 

dine;  quia  ordo  faoit  at  rem  nnam  discamus  ~T618.] 
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what  particular  causes  must  conspire  to  produce  such  or  such  an 
effect, — it  follows,  that  nothing  can  become  known  to  us  as  a  cause 
except  in  and  through  its  effect ;  in  other  words,  that  we  can  only 
attain  to  the  knowledge  of  a  cause  by  extracting  it  out  of  its  effect. 
To  take  the  example,  we  formerly  employed,  of  a  neutral  salt. 
This,  as  I  observed,  was  made  up  by  the  conjunction  of  three 
proximate  causes,  —  viz.  an  acid,  —  an  alkali,  —  and  the  force  which 
brought  the  alkali  and  the  acid  into  the  requisite  approximation. 
This  last,  as  a  transitory  condition,  and  not  always  the  same,  we 
shall  throw  out  of  account.  Now,  though  we  might  know  the 
acid  and  the  alkali  in  themselves  as  distinct  phenomena,  we  could 
never  know  them  as  the  concurrent  causes  of  the  salt,  unless  we 
had  known  the  salt  as  their  effect.  And  though,  in  this  example, 
it  happens  that  we  are  able  to  compose  the  effect  by  the  union  of 
Its  causes,  and  to  decompose  it  by  their  separation, — this  is  only 
an  accidental  circumstance;  for  the  far  greater  number  of  the 
objects  presented  to  our  observation,  can  only  be  decomposed, 
but  not  actually  recomposed,  and  in  those  which  can  be  recom- 
posed,  this  possibility  is  itself  only  the  result  of  a  knowledge  of 
the  causes  previously  obtained  by  an  original  decomposition  of  the 
effect. 
In  so  far,  therefore,  as  philosophy  is  the  research  of  causes,  the 
one  necessary  condition  of  its  possibility  is  the 
decomposition  of  effects  into  their  constituted 
causes.  This  is  the  fundamental  procedure  of  philosophy,  and  is 
called  by  a  Greek  term  Analysis.  But  though  analysis  be  the 
fundamental  procedure,  it  is  still  only  a  mean  towards  an  end. 
We  analyze  only  that  we  may  comprehend;  and  we  comprehend 
only  inasmuch  as  we  are  able  to  reconstruct  in  thought  the  com- 
plex effects  which  we  have  analyzed  into  their  elements.  This 
mental  reconstruction  is,  therefore,  the  final,  the  consummative 
procedure  of  philosophy,  and  it  is  familiarly  known  by  the  Greek 
term  Synthesis.  Analysis  and  synthesis,  though 
commonly  treated  as  two  different  methods,  are, 
if  properly  understood,  only  the  two  necessary  parts  of  the  same 
method.  Each  is  the  relative  and  the  correlative  of  the  other. 
Analysis,  without  a  subsequent  synthesis,  is  incomplete;  it  is  a 
mean  cut  off  from  its  end.  Synthesis,  without  a  previous  analysis, 
is  baseless ;  for  synthesis  receives  from  analysis  the  elements  which 
it  recomposes.  And,  as  synthesis  supposes  analysis  as  the  pre- 
requisite of  its  possibility,  —  so  it  is  also  dependent  on  analysis  for 
the  qualities  of  its  existence.  The  value  of  every  synthesis  de- 
pends upon  the  value  of  the  foregoing  analysis.    If  the  precedent 
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analysis  afford  false  elements,  the  subsequent  synthesis  of  these 
elements  will  necessarily  afford  a  false  result.  If  the  elements 
furnished  by  analysis  are  assumed,  and  not  really  discovered, — in 
other  words,  if  they  be  hypothetical,  the  synthesis  of  these  hypo- 
thetical elements  will  constitute  only  a  conjectural  theory.  The 
legitimacy  of  every  synthesis  is  thus  necessarily  dependent  on  the 
legitimacy  of  the  analysis  which  it  pre-supposes,  and  on  which  it 
founds. 

These  two  relative  procedures  are  thus  equally  necessary  to  each 
other.  On  the  one  hand,  analysis  without  syn- 
^^^^  v       thesis  affords  only  a  commenced,  only  an  incom- 

plete, knowledge.  On  the  other,  synthesis  with- 
out analysis  is  a  false  knowledge, —  that  is,  no  knowledge  at  all. 
Both,  therefore,  are  absolutely  necessary  to  philosophy,  and  both 
are,  in  philosophy,  as  much  parts  of  the  same  method  as,  in  the 
animal  body,  inspiration  and  expiration  are  of  the  same  vital  func- 
tion. But  though  these  operations  are  each  requisite  to  the  other, 
yet  were  we  to  distinguish  and  compare  what  ought  only  to  be 
considered  as  conjoined,  it  is  to  analysis  that  the  preference  must 
be  accorded.  An  analysis  is  always  valuable;  for  though  now 
without  a  synthesis,  this  synthesis  may  at  any  time  be  added; 
whereas  a  synthesis  without  a  previous  analysis  is  radically  and 
ab  initio  null. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  regards  the  first  end  of  philosophy,  or  the 
discovery  of  causes,  it  appears  that  there  is  only  one  possible 
method, — that  method  of  which  analysis  is  the  foundation,  syn- 
thesis the  completion.  In  the  second  place,  considering  philosophy 
in  relation  to  its  second  end,  the  carrying  up  our  knowledge  into 
unity, — the  same  is  equally  apparent. 

Everything  presented  to  our  observation,  whether  external  or 
internal,  whether  through  sense  or  self-conscious- 

Oniy  one  possible      nesg)  jg  presented  in  complexity.    Through  sense, 

tion  tothe  eeoondend  *^e  °^Jects  crow<*  upon  the  mind  in  multitudes, 
of  Philosophy.  and  each  separate  individual  of  these  multi- 

tudes is  itself  a  congeries  of  many  various  qual- 
ities. The  same  is  the  case  with  the  phaenomena  of  self-conscious- 
ness. Every  modification  of  mind  is  a  complex  state;  and  the 
different  elements  of  each  state,  manifest  themselves  only  in  and 
through  each  other.  Thus,  nothing  but  multiplicity  is  ever  pre- 
sented to  our  observation;  and  yet  our  faculties  are  so  limited 
that  they  are  able  to  comprehend  at  once  only  the  very  simplest 
conjunctions.  There  seems,  therefore,  a  singular  disproportion 
between  our  powers  of  knowledge  and  the  objects  to  be  known. 
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How  is  the  equilibrium  to  be  restored  ?  This  is  the  great  problem 
proposed  by  nature,  and  which  analysis  and  synthesis,  in  combina- 
tion, enable  us  to  solve.  For  example,  I  perceive  a  tree,  among 
other  objects  of  an  extensive  landscape,  and  I  wish  to  obtain  a  full 
and  distinct  conception  of  that  tree.  What  ought  I  to  do  ?  Divide 
ei  impera:  I  must  attend  to  it  by  itself  that  is,  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  other  constituents  of  the  scene  before  me.  1  thus  analyze 
that  scene ;  I  separate  a  petty  portion  of  it  from  the  rest,  in  order 
to  consider  that  portion  apart.  But  this  is  not  enough,  the  tree 
itself  is  not  a  unity,  but,  on  the  contrary,  a  complex  assemblage 
of  elements,  far  beyond  what  my  powers  can  master  at  once. 
I  must  carry  my  analysis  still  farther.  Accordingly,  I  consider 
successively  its  height,  its  breadth,  its  shape;  I  then  proceed  to 
its  trunk,  rise  from  that  to  its  branches,  and  follow  out  its  different 
ramifications;  I  now  fix  my  attention  on  the  leaves,  and  severally 
examine  their  form,  color,  etc.  It  is  only  after  having  thus,  by 
analysis,  detached  all  these  parts,  in  order  to  deal  with  them  one 
by  one,  that  I  am  able,  by  reversing  the  process,  fully  to  compre- 
hend them  again  in  a  series  of  synthetic  acts.  By  synthesis,  rising 
from  the  ultimate  analysis  step  by  step,  I  view  the  parts  in  relation 
to  each  other,  and,  finally,  to  the  whole  of  which  they  are  the 
constituents;  I  reconstruct  them;  and  it. is  only  through  these  two 
counter-processes  of  analysis  and  synthesis  that  I  am  able  to  con- 
vert the  confused  perception  of  the  tree,  which  I  obtained  at  first 
sight,  into  a  clear,  and  distinct,  and  comprehensive  knowledge.1 

But  if  analysis  and  synthesis  be  required  to  afford  us  a  perfect 
knowledge  even  of  one  individual  object  of  sense,  still  more  are 
they  required  to  enable  the  mind  to  reduce  an  indefinite  multitude 
of  objects,  —  the  infinitude,  we  may  say,  of  nature,  —  to  the  limits 
of  its  own  finite  comprehension.  To  accomplish  this,  it  is  requisite 
to  extract  the  one  out  of  the  many,  and  thus  to  recall  multitude 
to  unity,  —  confusion  to  order.  And  how  is  this  performed  ?  The 
one  in  the  many  being  that  in  which  a  plurality  of  objects  agree,  — 
or  that  in  which  they  may  be  considered  as  the  same;  and  the 
agreement  of  objects  in  any  common  quality  being  discoverable 
only  by  an  observation  and  comparison  of  the  objects  themselves, 
it  follows  that  a  knowledge  of  the  one  can  only  be  evolved  out  of 
a  foregoing  knowledge  of  the  many.  But  this  evolution  can  only 
be  accomplished  .by  an  analysis  and  a  synthesis.  By  analysis,  from 
the  infinity  of  objects  presented  to  our  observation,  we  select  some. 
These  we*"consider  apart,  and,  further,  only  in  certain  points  of 

i  [On  the  sutyeet  of  analysis  and  synthesis,  compare  Condlttao,  Logupu,  oe.  L  iL] 
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view,  —and  we  compare  these  objects  with  others  also  considered 
in  the  same  points  of  view.  So  far  the  procedure  is  analytic. 
Having  discovered,  however,  by  this  observation  and  comparison, 
that  certain  objects  agree  in  certain  respects,  we  generalize  the 
qualities  in  which  they  coincide,  —  that  is,  from  a  certain  number 
of  individual  instances  we  infer  a  general  law ;  we  perform  what 
is  called  an  act  of  Induction.    This  induction  is 

Induction.  ....  , 

erroneously  viewed  as  analytic;  it  is  purely  a 
synthetic  process.1  For  example,  from  our  experience,  —  and  all 
experience,  be  it  that  of  the  individual  or  of  mankind,  is  only 
finite,  —  from  our  limited  experience,  I  say,  that  bodies,  as  observed 
by  us,  attract  each  other,  we  infer  by  induction  the  unlimited  con- 
clusion that  all  bodies  gravitate  towards  each  other.  Now,  here 
the  consequent  contains  much  more  than  was  contained  in  the 
antecedent.  Experience,  the  antecedent,  only  says,  and  only  can 
say,  this,  that,  and  the  other  body  gravitate,  (that  is,  some  bodies 
gravitate);  the  consequent  educed  from  that  antecedent,  says, — 
all  bodies  gravitate.  The  antecedent  is  limited,  —  the  consequent 
unlimited.  Something,  therefore,  has  been  added  to  the  antecedent 
in  order  to  legitimate  the  inference,  if  we  are  not  to  hold  the  con- 
sequent itself  as  absurd ;  for,  as  you  will  hereafter  learn,  no  con- 
clusion must  contain  more  than  was  contained  in  the  premises 
from  which  it  is  drawn.  What  then  is  the  something?  If  we 
consider  the  inductive  process,  this  will  be  at  once  apparent. 

The  affirmation,  this,  that,  and  the  other,  body  gravitate,  is  con- 
nected with  the  affirmation,  all  bodies  gravitate,  only  by  inserting 
between  the  two  a  third  affirmation,  by  which  the  two  other  affirma- 
tions are  connected  into  reason  and  consequent, — that  is,  into  a 
logical  cause  and  effect.  What  that  is  I  shall  explain.  All  scien- 
tific induction  is  founded  on  the  presumption  that  nature  is  uniform 
in  her  operations.  Of  the  ground  and  origin  of  this  presumption, 
I  am  not  now  to  speak.  I  shall  only  say,  that,  as  it  is  a  principle 
which  we  suppose  in  all  our  inductions,  it  cannot  be  itself  a  product 
of  induction.  It  is,  therefore,  interpolated  in  the  inductive  reason- 
ing by  the  mind  itself.  In  our  example  the  reasoning  will,  accord- 
ingly, run  as  follows : 

This,  that,  and  the  other  body,  (some  bodies,)  are  observed  to 
gravitate ; 


1  It  may  be  considered  u  the  one  or  the  simpler  ana  more  convenlentpoli 

other,  according  as  the  whole  and  its  parts  and  in  this  respect  Induction  ff^roperlr  syn- 

are  viewed  in  the  relations  of  comprehension  thetfe.    See  the  Author's  Discussions,  p.  178. 

or  of  extension.   The  latter,  however,  is  the  —Ed. 
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But,  (as  nature  is  uniform  in  her  operations,)  this,  that,  and  the 
other  body,  (some  bodies,)  represent  all  bodies,  — 

Therefore  all  bodies  gravitate. 

Nov,  in  this  and  other  examples  of  induction,  it  is  the  mind 
which  binds  up  the  separate  substances  observed  and  collected 
into  a  whole,  and  converts  what  is  only  the  observation  of  many 
particulars  into  a  universal  law.  This  procedure  is  manifestly  syn- 
thetic. 

Now,  you  will  remark  that  analysis  and  synthesis  are  here  abso- 
lutely dependent  on  each  other.  The  previous  observation  and 
comparison, — the  analytic  foundation,  —  are  only  instituted  for 
the  sake  of  the  subsequent  induction, — the  synthetic  consumma- 
tion. What  boots  it  to  observe  and  to  compare,  if  the  uniformities 
we  discover  among  objects  are  never  generalized  into  laws?  We 
have  obtained  an  historical,  but  not  a  philosophical  knowledge. 
Here,  therefore,  analysis  without  synthesis  is  incomplete.  On  the 
other  hand,  an  induction  which  does  not  proceed  upon  a  compe- 
tent enumeration  of  particulars,  is  either  doubtful,  improbable,  or 
null;  for  all  synthesis  is  dependent  on  a  foregone  analysis  for 
whatever  degree  of  certainty  it  may  pretend  to.  Thus,  considering 
philosophy  in  relation  to  its  second  end,  unity  or  system,  it  is  mani- 
fest that  the  method  by  which  it  accomplishes  that  end,  is  a  method 
involving  both  an  analytic  and  a  synthetic  process. 

Now,  as  philosophy  has  only  one  possible  method,  so  the  His- 
tory of  philosophy  only  manifests  the  conditions 
The  hfctory  of  phi-  0f  tyg  one  method,  more  or  less  accurately  ful- 
J!!L  L  i—  -..»«.♦!      filled.    There  are  aberrations  in  the  method, — 

more  or  Jess  accurate  ' 

fulfilment  of  the  con-      no  aberrations  from  it. 

dhions  of  the    one  « Philosophy  commenced  with  the  first  act  of 

M^h^      vi       .      reflection  on  the  objects  of  sense  or  self-con- 

Earliert  problem  of  J 

philosophy.  sciousness,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  them. 

And  with  that  first  act  of  reflection,  the  method 
of  philosophy  began,  in  its  application  of  an  analysis,  and  in  its 
application  of  a  synthesis,  to  its  object.  The  first  philosophers 
naturally  endeavored  to  explain  the  enigma  of  external  nature. 
The  magnificent  spectacle  of  the  material  universe,  and  the  mar- 
vellous demonstrations  of  power  and  wisdom  which  it  everywhere 
exhibited,  were  the  objects  which  called  forth  the  earliest  efforts 
of  speculation.  Philosophy  was  thus,  at  its  commencement,  phys- 
ical, not  psychological ;  it  was  not  the  problem  of  the  soul,  but 
the  problem  of  the  world,  which  it  first  attempted  to  solve. 

aAnd  what  was  the  procedure  of  philosophy  in  its  solution  of 
this  problem  ?    Did  it  first  decompose  the  whole  into  its  parts,  in 

10 
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order  again  to  reconstruct  them  into  a  system  ?  This  it  could  not 
accomplish ;  bat  still  it  attempted  this,  and  nothing  else.  A  com- 
plete analysis  was  not  to  be  expected  from  the  first  efforts  of  intel- 
ligence; its  decompositions  were  necessarily  partial  and  imperfect; 
a  partial  and  imperfect  analysis  afforded  only  hypothetical  ele- 
ments ;  and  the  synthesis  of  these  elements  issued,  consequently, 
only  in  a  one-sided  or  erroneous  theory. 

"Thales,  the  founder  of  the  Ionian    philosophy,  devoted  an 

especial  study  to  the  phenomena  of  the  mate- 

Thaiee  and  the  ionic      ^  univerge.  an(j^  struck  with  the  appearances 

of  power  which  water  manifested  in  the  forma- 
tion of  bodies,  he  analyzed  all  existences  into  this  element,  which 
he  viewed  as  the  universal  principle,  —  the  universal  agent  of  ere* 
at  ion..  He  proceeded  by  an  incomplete  analysis,  and  generalized 
by  hypothesis  the  law  which  he  drew  by  induction  from  the  obser- 
vation of  a  small  series  of  phenomena. 

"The  Ionic  school  continued  in  the  same  path.  They  limited 
themselves  to  the  study  of  external  nature,  and  sought  in  matter 
the  principle  of  existence.  Anaximander  of  Miletus,  the  country- 
man and  disciple  of  Thales,  deemed  that  he  had  traced  the  primary 
cause  of  creation  to  an  ethereal  principle,  which  occupied  space, 
and  whose  different  combinations  constituted  the  universe  of  mat- 
ter. Anaximenes  found  the  original  element  in  air,  from  which, 
by  rarefaction  and  condensation,  he  educed  existences.  Anaxa- 
goras  carried  his  analysis  farther,  and  made  a  more  discreet  use 
of  hypothesis;  he  rose  to  the  conception  of  an  intelligent  first 
cause,  distinct  from  the  phenomena  of  nature ;  and  his  notion  of 
the  Deity  was  so  far  above  the  gross  conceptions  of  his  contempo- 
raries, that  he  was  accused  of  atheism. 

u  Pythagoras,  the  founder  of  the  Italic  school,  analyzed  the  proper- 
ties of  number;  and  the  relations  which  this 
it^sch'*! tnd  th€  *naty8*8  revealed,  he  elevated  into  principles  of 
the  mental  and  material  universe.  Mathematics 
were  his  only  objects;  his  analysis  was  partial,  and  his  synthesis 
was  consequently  hypothetical.  The  Italic  school  developed  the 
notions  of  Pythagoras,  and,  exclusively  preoccupied  with  the  rela- 
tions and  harmonies  of  existence,  its  disciples  did  not  extend  their 
speculation  to  the  consideration  either  of  substance  or  of  cause. 

"Thus,  these  earlier  schools,  taking  external  nature  for  theit 
point  of  departure,  proceeded  by  an  imperfect  analysis,  and  a  pre- 
sumptuous synthesis,  to  the  construction  of  exclusive  systems,— 
in  which  Idealism,  or  Materialism,  preponderated,  according  to  the 
kind  of  data  on  which  they  founded. 
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ttThe  Eleatic  school,  which  is  distinguished  into  two  branches, 

the  one  of  Physical,  the  other  of  Metaphysical, 

speculation,  exhibits   the  same  character,  the 

same  point  of  departure,  the  same  tendency,  and  the  same  errors. 

a  These  errors  led  to  the  skepticism  of  the  Sophists,  which  was 

assailed  by  Socrates, — the  sage  who  determined 

The  Sophists.    800-  ,     .         ...  ,       ,        ,.  , 

Jate§i  a  new  epoch  in  philosophy  by  directing  obser- 

vation on  man  himself,  and  henceforward  the 
study  of  mind  becomes  the  prime  and  central  science  of  philosophy. 

"The  point  of  departure  was  changed,  but  not  the  method.  The 
observation  or  analysis  of  the  human  mind,  though  often  profound, 
remained  always  incomplete.  Fortunately,  the  first  disciples  of 
Socrates,  imitating  the  prudence  of  their  master,  and  warned  by 
the  downfall  of  the  systems  of  the  Ionic,  Italic,  and  Eleatic  schools, 
made  a  sparing  use  of  synthesis,  and  hardly  a  pretension  to  system. 

tt  Plato  and  Aristotle  directed  their  observation  on  the  phe- 
nomena of  intelligence,  and  we  cannot  too 
highly  admire  the  profundity  of  their  analysis, 
and  even  the  sobriety  of  their  synthesis.  Plato  devoted  himself 
more  particularly  to  the  higher*  faculties  of  intelligence ;  and  his 
disciples  were  led  by  the  love  of  generalization,  to  regard  as  the 
intellectual  whole,  those  portions  of  intelligence  which  their  master 
had  analyzed ;  and  this  exclusive  spirit  gave  birth  to  systems  false, 
not  in  themselves,  but  as  resting  upon  a  too  narrow  basis.  Aris- 
totle, on  the  other  hand,  whose  genius  was  of  a  more  positive 
character,  analyzed  with  admirable  acuteness  those  operations  of 
mind  which  stand  in  more  immediate  relation  to  the  senses ;  and 
this  tendency,  which  among  his  followers  became  often  exclusive 
and  exaggerated,  naturally  engendered  systems  which  more  or  less 
tended  to  materialism.'91 

The  school  of  Alexandria,  in  which  the  systems  resulting  from 
those  opposite  tendencies  were  combined,  en- 


driju  °         <»«*■«-      deavored  to  reconcile  and  to  fuse  them  into  a 

still  more  comprehensive  system.    Eclecticism, 

—-conciliation,— union,  were,  in  all  things,  the  grand  aim  of  the 

Alexandrian  school.    Geographically  situated  between  Greece  and 

Asia,  it  endeavored  to  ally  Greek  with  Asiatic  genius,  religion  with 

philosophy,     llence  the  Neoplatonic  system,  of  which   the  last 

great  representative  is  Proclus.     This  system 

is  the  result  of  the  long  labor  of  the  Socratic 

schools.    It  is  an  edifice  reared  by  synthesis  out  of  the  materials 


1  Gtauez,  Noweau  Coun  de  PkUosophie,  p.  4-8.  Ptais,  1884,  (2d  od.) 
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which  analysis  had  collected,  proved,  and  accumulated,  from  Soc- 
rates down  to  Plotinus. 

But  a  synthesis  is  of  no  greater  value  than  its  relative  analysis ; 
and  as  the  analysis  of  the  earlier  Greek  philosophy  was  not  com- 
plete, the  synthesis  of  the  Alexandrian  school  was  necessarily  im- 
perfect. 
In  the  scholastic  philosophy,  analysis  and  observation  were  too 
often  neglected  in  some  departments  of  phi- 
The  scholastic  Phi-      logophy,  ^fl  fo>0  often  carried  rashly  to  excess 

in  others. 

After  the  revival  of  letters,  during  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth 

centuries,  the  labors  of  philosophy  were  prin- 

Philosophy  from      Qip^iy  occupied  in  restoring   and  illustrating 

the  Greek  systems;  and  it  was  not  until  the 

seventeenth  century,  that  a  new  epoch  was  determined  by  the 

genius  of  Bacon  and  Descartes.    In  Bacon  and 

jucon  and  Dc«»r.      De80artes  our  modem  philosophy  may  be  said 

to  originate,  inasmuch  as  they  were  the  first 
who  made  the  doctrine  of  method  a  principal  object  of  considera- 
tion. They  both  proclaimed,  that,%for  the  attainment  of  scientific 
knowledge,  it  is  necessary  to  observe  with  care,  —  that  is,  to  an- 
alyze ;  to  reject  every  element  as  hypothetical,  which  this  analysis 
does  not  spontaneously  afford;  to  call  in  experiment  in  aid  of 
observation;  and  to  attempt  no  synthesis  or  generalization,  until 
the  relative  analysis  has  been  completely  accomplished.  They 
showed  that  previous  philosophers  had  erred,  not  by  rejecting 
either  analysis  or  synthesis,  but  by  hurrying  on  to  synthetic  induc- 
tion from  a  limited  or  specious  analytic  observation.  They  pro- 
pounded no  new  method  of  philosophy,  they  only  expounded  the 
conditions  of  the  old.  They  showed  that  these  conditions  had 
rarely  been  fulfilled  by  philosophers  in  time  past;  and  exhorted 
them  to  their  fulfilment  in  time  to  come.  They  thus  explained 
the  petty  progress  of  the  past  philosophy;  —  and  justly  anticipated 
a  gigantic  advancement  for  the  future.  Such  was  their  precept, 
but  such  unfortunately  was  not  their  example.  There  are  no  phi- 
losophers who  merit  so  much  in  the  one  respect,  none,  perhaps, 
who  deserve  less  in  the  other. 
Of  philosophy  since  Bacon  and  Descartes,  we  at  present  say 

nothing.  Of  that  we  shall  hereafter  have  fre- 
JiZ'lklhZ^.  q«ent ^casion  to  speak.  But  to  sum  up  what 
losophy.  this  historical  sketch  was  intended  to  illustrate. 

There  is  but  one  possible  method  of  philoso- 
phy,—  a  combination  of  analysis  and  synthesis;  and  the  purity 
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and  equilibrium  of  these  two  elements  constitute  its  perfection. 
The  aberrations  of  philosophy  have  been  all  so  many  violations 
of  the  laws  of  this  one  method.  Philosophy  has  erred,  because  it 
built  its  systems  upon  incomplete  or  erroneous  analysis,  and  it  can 
only  proceed  in  safety,  if  from  accurate  and  unexclusive  observa- 
tion, it  rise,  by  successive  generalization,  to  a  comprehensive  sys- 
tem. 


LECTURE    VII. 

THE   DIVISIONS   OP  PHILOSOPHJT. 

I  have  already  endeavored  to  afford  you  a  general  notion  of 
what  Philosophy  comprehends:  I  now  proceed  to  say  something 
in  regard  to  the  Parts  into  which  it  has  been  divided*  Here, 
however,  I  must  limit  myself  to  the  most  famous  distributions, 
and  to  those  which,  as  founded  on  fundamental  principles,  it  more 
immediately  concerns  you  to  know.  For,  were  I  to  attempt  an 
enumeration  of  the  various  Divisions  of  Philosophy  which  have 
been  proposed,  I  should  only  confuse  you  with  a  multitude  of  con- 
tradictory opinions,  with  the  reasons  of  which  you  could  not,  at 
present,  possibly  be  made  acquainted. 

Seneca,  in  a  letter  to  his  young  friend  Lucilius,  expresses  the 
wish  that  the  whole  of  philosophy  might,  like 

vw>:^f^iiowDhT^  *^e  sPectac*e  °f  tne  universe,  be  at  once  sub- 
mitted to  our  view.  u  Utinam  quemadmodum 
universi  mundi  facies  in  conspectum  venit,  ita  philosophia  tota 
nobis  posset  occurrere,  simillimum  mundo  spectaculum."1  But  as 
we  cannot  survey  the  universe  at  a  glance,  neither  can  we  con* 
template  the  whole  of  philosophy  in  one  act  of  consciousness. 
We  can  only  master  it  gradually  and  piecemeal;  and  this  is  in 
fact  the  reason  why  philosophers  have  always  distributed  their 
science,  (constituting,  though  it  does,  one  organic  whole,)  into  a 
plurality  of  sciences.  The  expediency,  and  even  necessity,  of  a 
division  of  philosophy,  in  order  that  the  mind  may  be  enabled  to 
embrace  in  one  general  view  its  various  parts,  in  their  relation  to 
each  other,  and  to  the  whole  which  they  constitute,  is  admitted  by 
every  philosopher.  "Res  utilis,"  continues  Seneca,  "et  ad  sapi- 
entiam  properanti  utique  necessaria,  dividi  philosophiam,  et  ingens 
corpus  ejus  in  membra  disponi.  Facilius  enim  per  partes  in  cog- 
nitionem  totius  adducimur."* 

But,  although  philosophers  agree  in  regard  to  the  utility  of  such  a 
distribution,  they  are  almost  as  little  at  one  in  regard  to  the  parts, 
as  they  are  in  respect  to  the  definition,  of  their  science ;  and,  indeed, 
their  differences  in  reference  to  the  former,  mainly  arise  from  their 

1  Bpist.  lxxxix.  t  Epi*t.  lxxacix. 
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discrepancies  in  reference  to  the  latter.  For  they  who  vary  in  their 
comprehension  of  the  whole,  cannot  agree  in  their  division  of  the 
parts. 

The  most  ancient  and  universally  recognized  distinction  of  philo- 
sophy, is  into  Theoretical  and  Practical.    These 
The  mot  ancient  di-      are  discriminated  by  the  different  nature  of  their 

vision  into  Theoretical 

and  Practical.  ends.    Theoretical,  called  likewise   speculative, 

and  contemplative,  philosophy,  has  for  its  high- 
est end  mere  truth  or  knowledge.  Practical  philosophy,  on  the 
other  hand,  has  truth  or  knowledge  only  as  its  proximate  end,  — 
this  end  being  subordinate  to  the  ulterior  end  of  some  practical  ac- 
tion. In  theoretical  philosophy,  we  know  for  the  sake  of  knowing, 
$cimH9  ut  sciamus:  in  practical  philosophy,  we  know  for  the  sake  of 
acting,  scimns  ut  operemur.1  I  may  here  notice  the  poverty  of  the 
English  language,  in  the  want  of  a  word  to  express  that  practical 
_  activity  which  is  contradistinguished  from  mere 

The  term  Active.  .  J  ° 

intellectual  or  speculative  energy,  —  what  the 
Greeks  express  by  irpao-o-cu',  the  Germans  by  handeln.  The  want  of 
sr.3!i  a  word  occasions  frequent  ambiguity;  for,  to  express  the 
species  which  has  no  appropriate  word,  we  are  compelled  to  employ 
the  generic  term  active.  Thus  our  philosophers  divide  the  powers 
of  the  mind  into  Intellectual  and  Active.  They  do  not,  however, 
thereby  mean  to  insinuate  that  the  powers  called  intellectual  are  a 
whit  less  energetic  than  those  specially  denominated  active.  But, 
from  the  want  of  a  better  word,  they  are  compelled  to  employ  a 
term  which  denotes  at  once  much  more  and  much  less  than  they  are 
desirous  of  expressing.  I  ought  to  observe  that  the  term  practical 
has  also  obtained  with  us  certain  collateral  significations,  which 
render  it  in  some  respects  unfit  to  supply  the  want.  *  But  to  return. 
This  distinction  of  Theoretical  and  Practical  philosophy,  was  first 
explicitly  enounced  by  Aristotle ;  *  and  the  at- 
Hfa4or7J*f the  dh-      tempts  of  the  later  Platonists  to  carry  it  up  to 

taction  ofTheoretkal        __    r  .  _      _  , 

and  Practical.  Plato  and  even  to  Pythagoras,  are  not  worthy 

of  statement,  far  less  of  refutation.  Once  pro- 
mulgated, the  division  was,  however,  soon  generally  recognized. 
The  Stoics  borrowed  it,  as  maybe  seen  from  Seneca:4 — "Philo- 
sophia  et  contemplativa  est  et  activa;  spectat,  simulque  agit."    It 

1  &i»pTrruajs  phr  brurrfi/xrif  r4\os  aA^fr-  $  wonrrudi  ^  b**prrrut4\.  Cf.  Metapk,  x.  7; 

••a,  irpasrruajs    8*  (pyov.    Arist.  Metapk.  A  Top.  vl.  6,  viii.  8.    But  the  division  had  been 

minor,  c.  1 ; "  or  as  Averroes  has  it,  Fsr  spent-  at  least  intimated  by  Plato :  Potitieus,  p.  268 : 

iatnamscimusvt  sciamus,  per  practical*  scimus  Tafrry  toW,  wpmduna  brurHi/ua  cWpci, 

mi  optremur"  —  Discissions,  p.  184.  —  Ed.  ripy  fAv  Tpcucruc^  wpoctiwdv,  Hpy  8i  pAvo* 

i  Cfc  Rod's  Works,  p.  611.  n.  t.  —  Ed.  yvmrruc^v,  —  Ed. 

3  Metapk.  v.  1 :  Tltura  8idVoia  J)  vpcucruri)  4  fy.  xcv  10. 


80  METAPHYSICS.  Lkct.  VIL 

was  also  adopted  by  the  Epicureans;  and,  in  general,  by  those 
Creek  and  Roman  philosophers  who  viewed  their  science  as  versant 
either  in  the  contemplation  of  nature  (^wanj),  or  in  the  regulation 
of  human  action  (iftucrjl)  ;l  for  by  nature  they  did  not  denote  the  ma- 
terial  universe  alone,  but  their  Physics  included  Metaphysics,  and 
their  Ethics  embraced  Politics  and  Economics.  There  was  thus 
only  a  difference  of  nomenclature;  for  Physical  and  Theoretical, — 
Ethical  and  Practical  Philosophy, — were  with  them  terms  abso- 
lutely equivalent. 

I  regard  the  division  of  philosophy  into  Theoretical  and  Practical 

as  unsound,  and  this  for  two  reasons. 
The  dMrion  of  Fhi-  The  first  is,  that  philosophy,  as  philosophy,  is 

tolled  p^So'^  only  o^griti**  —  only  theoretical ;  whatever  lies 
sound,  beyond  the  sphere  of  speculation  or  knowledge, 

transcends  the  sphere  of  philosophy;  conse- 
quently, to  divide  philosophy  by  any  quality  ulterior  to  speculation, 
is  to  divide  it  by  a  difference  which  'does  not  belong  to  it.  •  Now, 
the  distinction  of  practical  philosophy  from  theoretical,  commits  this 
error.  For,  while  it  is  admitted  that  all  philosophy,  as  cognitive,  is 
theoretical,  some  philosophy  is  again  taken  out  of  this  category  on 
the  ground,  that,  beyond  the  mere  theory, — the  mere  cognition, — 
it  has  an  ulterior  end  in  its  application  to  practice. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  this  difference,  even  were  it  admissible, 
would  not  divide  philosophy ;  for,  in  point  of  fact,  all  philosophy 
must  be  regarded  as  practical,  inasmuch  as  mere  knowledge,  — that 
is,  the  mere  possession  of  truth, — is  not  the  highest  end  of  any 
philosophy,  but,  on  the  contrary,  all  truth  or  knowledge  is  valuable 
only  inasmuch  as  it  determines  the  mind  to  its  contemplation,  — 
that  is,  to  practical  energy.  Speculation,  therefore,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  not  a  negation  of  thought,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  highest  energy 
of  intellect,  is,  in  point  of  fact,  preeminently  practical.  The  practice 
of  one  branch  of  philosophy  is,  indeed,  different  from  that  of  another ; 
but  all  are  still  practical ;  for  in  none  is  mere  knowledge  the  ulti- 
mate, —  the  highest  end. 

Among  the  ancients,  the  principal  difference  of  opinion  regarded 
the  relation  of  Logic  to  Philosophy  and  its  branches.  But  as  this 
controversy  is  of  very  subordinate  importance,  and  hinges  upon 
distinctions,  to  explain  which  would  require  considerable  detail,  I 

1  Sext  Erap.  Adv.  Math.  vii.  14:  T*v  ftc  raWowir  it  fro!  tV  Ao-yweV  templar  Ar- 

fcfMpi)  iV  1n*oeo+tdy  brwmpatUvo*  Bcr-  /kUxorra.    Seneca,  JQ>.  bcxxlx. :  "  Epicure! 

•fefort  pevA  K»A«t<iMas,  t&  *Wueor  &f*a  quu  partes  pfaUotophl0{rataveniiit  ewe,  Nat- 

ira}   Aoyuco')',  6r  (peurl  tiw,  ftcrl/pxcro,  uratem,  ntque  Morakm :  BaUonaiem  renter- 

Arx^oo*  &  4  Adipo*bs  to  <pmruchr  *ai  erunt"— Ed. 
4&urdV°  p*&  ot  ruts  ical   rbv  EwUovpov 
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shall  content  myself  with  saying, — that,  by  the  Platonists,  Logio 
was  regarded  both  as  a  part,  and  as  the  instru- 
Controrewy  among      ment,  of  philosophy;  —  by   the    Aristotelians, 
KtaJon  oTVrfigto*  to      (Aristotle  himself  is  silent),  as  an  instrument, 
Philosophy,  but    not  as  a  part,  of  philosophy; — by  the 

Stoics,  as  forming  one  of  the  three  parts  of  philo- 
sophy,—  Physics,  or  theoretical,  Ethics,  or  practical  philosophy, 
being  the  other  two.  *  But  as  Logic,  whether  considered  as  a  part 
of  philosophy  proper  or  not,  was  by  all  included  under  the  philoso- 
phical sciences,  the  division  of  these  sciences  which  latterly  prevailed 
among  the  Academic,  the  Peripatetic,  and  the  Stoical  sects,  was 
into  Logic  as  the  subsidiary  or  instrumental  doctrine,  and  into 
the  two  principal  branches  of  Theoretical  and  Practical  Philo- 
sophy. * 

It  is  manifest  that  in  our  sense  of  the  term  practical,  Logic,  as  an 
instrumental  science,  would  be  comprehended  under  the  head  of 
practical  philosophy. 

I  shall  take  this  opportunity  of  explaining  an  anomaly  which  you 
will  find  explained  in  no  work  with  which  I  am 
fenorArtuTsetaioe0  acquainted.  Certain  branches  of  philosophical 
knowledge  are  called  Arts,  —  or  Arts  and 
Sciences  indifferently ;  others  are  exclusively  denominated  Sciences. 
Were  this  distinction  coincident  with  the  distinction  of  sciences 
speculative  and  sciences  practical,  —  taking  the  term  practical  in  its 
ordinary  acceptation,  —  there  would  be  no  difficulty ;  for,  as  every 
practical  science  necessarily  involves  a  theory,  nothing  could  be 
more  natural  than  to  call  the  same  branch  of  knowledge  an  art, 
when  viewed  as  relative  to  its  practical  application,  and  a  science, 
when  viewed  in  relation  to  the  theory  which  that  application  sup- 
poses. But  this  is  not  the  case.  The  speculative  sciences,  indeed, 
are  never  denominated  arts ;  we  may,  therefore,  throw  them  aside. 
The  difficulty  is  exclusively  confined  to  the  practical.  Of  these 
some  never  receive  the  name  of  arts;  others  are  called  arts  and 
sciences  indifferently.  Thus  the  sciences  of  Ethics,  Economics, 
Politics,  Theology,  etc.,  though  all  practical,  are  never  denominated 
arts ;  whereas  this  appellation  is  very  usually  applied  to  the  practical 
sciences  of  Logic,  Rhetoric,  Grammar,  etc. 

1  Alexander  Aphrodisiensis,  In  Anal.  Prior.  Laerttas,  vtL  89;  Pseudo-Plutarch,  De  Plat. 

p.  2,(ed.  1620).     Ammonius,  In  Categ.  e.  4;  Phil.  Proaem.   It  to  sometime?,  but  apparently 

Philoponos,  In  Anal.  Prior,  f.  4;  Cramer's  without  much  reason,  attributed  to  Plato. 

Jmtedotay  vol.  It.  p.  417.    Compare  the  Au-  See  Cicero,  And.  Quasi,  i.  6;  Eosebfos,  Pntf. 

thorto  XKmcMfait,  p.  182.    The  division  of  Eva*,  ad.  1;  Angnstln,  D»  Civ.  D$L  rffl.  4 

Philosophy  into  Logic,  Physios,  and  Ethics,  —Ed. 

probably  originated  with  the  Stoics.     8ea  »  Sext  Empir.  adv.  Math.  vii.  16.— Su 

11 
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That  the  term  act  is  with  us  not  coextensive  with  practical  science, 
is  thus  manifest ;  and  yet  these  are  frequently  confounded.  Thus, 
for  example,  Dr.  Whately,  in  his  definition  of  Logic,  thinks  that 
Logic  is  a  science,  in  so  far  as  it  institutes  an  analysis  of  the  process 
of  the  mind  in  reasoning,  and  an  art,  in  so  far  as  it  affords  practical 
rules  to  secure  the  mind  from  error  in  its  deductions ;  and  he  de- 
fines an  art  the  application  of  knowledge  to  practice. 1  Now,  if  this 
view  were  correct,  art  and  practical  science  would  be  convertible 
terms.  But  that  they  are  not  employed  as  synonymous  expressions 
is,  as  we  have  seen,  shown  by  the  incongruity  we  feel  in  talking  of 
the  art  of  Ethics,  the  art  of  Religion,  etc.,  though  these  are  emi- 
nently practical  sciences. 

The  question,  therefore,  still  remains,  Is  this  restriction  of  the 
term  art  to  certain  of  the  practical  sciences  the  result  of  some  acci- 
dental and  forgotten  usage,  or  is  it  founded  on  any  rational  principle 
which  we  are  able  to  trace  ?  The  former  alternative  seems  to  be  the 
common  belief;  for  no  one,  in  so  far  as  I  know,  has  endeavored  to 
account  for  the  apparently  vague  and  capricious  manner  in  which 
the  terms  art  and  science  are  applied.  The  latter  alternative,  how- 
ever, is  the  true ;  and  I  shall  endeavor  to  explain  to  you  the  reason 
of  the  application  of  the  term  art  to  certain  practical  sciences,  and 
not  to  others. 

Tou  are  aware  that  the  Aristotelic  philosophy  was,  for  many  cen- 
turies,  not  only  the  prevalent,  but,  during  the 
middle  ages,  the  one  exclusive  philosophy  in 
Europe.  This  philosophy  of  the  middle  ages,  or,  as  it  is  commonly 
called,  the  Scholastic  Philosophy,  has  exerted  the  most  extensive 
influence  on  the  languages  of  modern  Europe ;  and  from  this  com- 
mon source  has  been  principally  derived  that  community  of  expres- 
sion which  these  languages  exhibit.  Now,  the  peculiar  application 
of  the  term  art  was  introduced  into  the  vulgar  tongues  from  the 
scholastic  philosophy ;  and  was  borrowed  by  that  philosophy  from 
Aristotle.  This  is  only  one  of  a  thousand  instances  which  might  be 
alleged  of  the  unfelt  influence  of  a  single  powerful  mind,  on  the  as- 
sociations and  habits  of  thought  of  generations  to  the  end  of  time ; 
and  of  Aristotle  is  preeminently  true,  what  has  been  so  beautifully 
said  of  the  ancients  in  general : — 

"The  great  of  old! 
The  dead  bat  sceptred  sovrans  who  still  rule 
Our  spirits  from  their  urns."  s 

Nowt  then,  the  application  of  the  term  art  in  the  modern  Ian- 

l  See  Discussions,  p.  181.  —Ed.  2  Byron's  Manjrsd,  Act  lii.  Scene  It. 
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gnages  being  mediately  governed  by  certain  distinctions  which  the 

capacities  of  the  Greek  tongue  allowed  Aristotle  to  establish,  these 

distinctions  mast  be  explained. 

In  the  Aristotelic  philosophy,  the  terms  irpa£i?  and  irpoxrixos, — 

that  is,  practice  and  practical,  were  employed 

both  in  a  generic  or  looser,  and  in  a  special  or 

stricter  signification.    In  its  generic  meaning  irpa$i^  practice,  was 

opposed  to  theory  or  speculation,  and  it  comprehended  under  it, 

practice  in  its  special  meaning,  and  another  coordinate  term  to 

which  practice,  in  this  its  stricter  signification,  was  opposed.    This 

term  was  irotiycris,  which  we  may  inadequately 

translate  by  production.     The  distinction  of 

irpcuo-ixos  and  iroirp-ucw;  consisted- in  this:  the  former  denoted  that 

action  which  terminated  in  action,  —  the  latter,  that  action  which 

resulted  in  some  permanent  product.     For  example,  dancing  and 

music  are  practical,  as  leaving  no  work  after  their  peiformance ; 

whereas,  painting  and  statuary  are  productive,  as  leaving  some 

product  over  and  above  their  energy.1 

Now  Aristotle,  in  formally  defining  art,  defines  it  as  a  habit  pro- 
ductive, and  not  as  a  habit  practical,  2£«  irwq- 
Why  Ethics,  Poll-      TlK^  ^^  Aoyov; — and,  though  he  has  not  always 
ties,  etc.,  designated      him8eif  adhered  strictly  to  this  limitation,  his 

Sciences;  Logic,  Bbe-  J 

tono,  etc.,  Art*  definition  was  adopted  by  his  followers,  and  the 

term  in  its  application  to  the  practical  sciences, 
(the  term  practical  being  here  used  in  its  generic  meaning),  came 
to  be  exclusively  confined  to  those  whose  end  did  not  result  in 
mere  action  or  energy.  Accordingly  as  Ethics,  Politics,  etc.,  pro- 
posed happiness  as  their  end,  —  and  as  happiness  was  an  energy,  or 
at  least  the  concomitant  of  energy,  these  sciences  terminated  in 
action,  and  were  consequently  practical,  not  productive.  On  the 
other  hand,  Logic,  Rhetoric,  etc.,  did  not  terminate  in  a  mere,  —  an 
evanescent  action,  but  in  a  permanent,  —  an  enduring  product. 
For  the  end  of  Logic  was  the  production  of  a  reasoning,  the  end 
of  Rhetoric  the  production  of  an  oration,  and  so  forth.9  This  dis- 
tinction is  not  perhaps  beyond  the  reach  of  criticism,  and  I  am  not 
here  to  vindicate  its  correctness.     My  only  aim  is  to  make  you 

1  See  Stk.  Nic.  I  L  AiaQoph  81  ris  <pal-  pabfli  materia  opus  allquod  efficitur  quod 
rrrat  r&v  rihmV  fk  t*Xv  ydp  ciW  Mpytuu  ctilim  port  actionem  pcrmanet.  Nam  Poetic* 
t4  Zk  rap*  abrhs  tpya  tik£.  Jbid.  vi.  4;  dicta  est  Art  row  *w«?y  quie  tamen  palpabt- 
Magna  Moralia,  i.  «5.  Cf.  Qnintilian,  Ituti-  lem  *»terfam  non  tract**,  neque  opus  fccit 
tut.  lib.  U.  c.  18.  —  Ed.  *P**  Poetae  nctione  durabilius.    Quod  euim 

2  Of.  Burgeredyck,  Institut.  Leg.  lib.  i.  §  6.  PO«&*t»  superrint,  id  non  est  fib  e»  actione 
Logic*  dicitur  voiuv,  Id  eet,/a«r»  %\vQ*fficere  <Jn»  effleiuirtur  sed  a  scriptione.  Atque  h*o 
syllogismos,  definitiones,  etc.  Neque  euim  de  genere.  See  also  Scbdbler,  Opera,  Tract. 
Terora  est,  quod  quklam  sJunt,  wottir  semper  Prcwom.  $  iii.  p.  6. — Bd. 

signinc&re  ejusmodi  actionem,  qua  ex  pal- 
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aware  of  the  grounds  of  the  distinction,  in  order  that  you  may 
comprehend  the  principle  which  originally  determined  the  applica- 
tion of  the  term  art  to  some  of  the  practical  sciences  and  not  to 
others,  and  without  a  knowledge  of  which  principle  the  various 
employment  of  the  term  must  appear  to  you  capricious  and  unintel- 
ligible. It  is  needless,  perhaps,  to  notice  that  the  rule  applies 
only  to  the  philosophical  sciences,  —  to  those  which  received  their 
form  and  denominations  from  the  learned.  The  mechanical  dexter- 
ities were  beneath  their  notice ;  and  these  were  accordingly  left  to 
receive  their  appellations  from  those  who  knew  nothing  of  the  Aris- 
totelic  proprieties.  Accordingly,  the  term  art  is  in  them  applied, 
without  distinction,  to  productive  and  unproductive  operations. 
We  speak  of  the  art  of  rope-dancing,  equally  as  of  the  art  of  rope- 
making.    But  to  return. 

The  division  of  philosophy  into  Theoretical  and  Practical  is  the 

most  important  that  has  been  made ;  and  it  is 

Universality  of  the      that  which  has  entered  into  nearly  all  the  dis- 

diviflion  of  Phiioso-      tributions  attempted  by  modern  philosophers. 

Ld  Practical.  Bacon  was  the  first,  after  the  revival  of  letters, 

Bacon.  who  essayed  a  distribution  of  the  sciences  and 

of  philosophy.  He  divided  all  human  knowl- 
edge into  History,  Poetry,  and  Philosophy.  Philosophy  he  dis- 
tinguished into  branches  conversant  about  the  Deity,  about  Nature, 
and  about  Man ;  and  each  of  these  had  their  subordinate  divisions, 
which,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  particularize.1 
Descartes 2  distributed  philosophy  into  theoretical  and  practical, 

with  various  subdivisions;  but  his  followers 
lbUOTronT"6  and  hlB      ad°pted  the    division  of  Logic,  Metaphysics, 

Physics,  and  Ethics.8  Gassendi  recognized,  like 
the  ancients,  three  parts  of  philosophy,  Logic,  Physics,  and  Ethics,4 

and  this,  along  with  many  other  of  Gassendi'g 
Ga»endi;    Locke;       doctrines,  wa8  adopted  by  Locke.*     Kant  dis- 

Kant;    Fichte.  .  .  ,      ,     ,  .,  ,       .  ,  .      , 

tmguished  philosophy  into  theoretical  and  prac- 
tical, with  various  subdivisions;6  and  the  distribution  into  theoreti- 
cal and  practical  was  also  established  by  Fichte.7 

1  Advancement  of  Learning,  Works,  vol.  ii.  pp.  ica,  et  a  Rational!  sen  Logiea,  neonon  a  Morall 

100,  124,  (ed.  Montagu.)  De  Augmentis  Scien-  sen  Practica.     Disput.  Phys.  i.,  Opera,  p.  64. 

lionim,  lib.  ii.  o.  1,  lib.  iii.  c.  1;  Wbr*f,vol.  —Ed. 

viii.  pp.  87, 152.  —  Ed.  4  Syntagma  Philosopkium,  Lib.  Prooem.  o.  9. 

S  See  the  Prefatory  Epistle  to  the  Primeipia.  ( Opera.  Lugduni,  1658,  vol.  1.  p.  29.)— Ed. 

—  Ed.  *  Essay,  book  lv.  eta.  21.  —  Ed. 

*  See  Sylvain  Eegla,  Court  ensier  de  FkOom-  «  Kritik  der  reinen  Vemun/1,  Methodenlehre, 

p/ue.  contenant  laLogiqne,  la  Metaphysique,  o.  8.  —  Ed. 

la  Physique,  et  la  Morale.    Cf.  Clauberg:—  7  Urundiage  dergemmmten  WwenehaJUUkrty 

"Phyetoa  ....  Philosophia  Natural!*  dlo-  *  4.  (Hfcrfe,  vol.  i.  p.  126.)— Ed. 
itur;  distinct*  a  Supernatural!  seu  Metaphys- 
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I  have  now  concluded  the  Lectures  generally  introductory  to  the 
proper  business  of  the  Course.    In  these  lec- 

tnrf^o^L^^T  tures>  from  the  ge™™1  nature  of  the  subjects, 
I  was  compelled  to  anticipate  conclusions,  and 
to  depend  on  your  being  able  to  supply  a  good  deal  of  what  it  was 
impossible  for  me  articulately  to  explain.  I  now  enter  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  matters  which  are  hereafter  to  occupy  our 
attention,  with  comparatively  little  apprehension, — for,  in  these,  we 
shall  be  able  to  dwell  more  upon  details,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
the  subject  will  open  upon  us  by  degrees,  so  that,  every  step  that 
we  proceed,  we  shall  find  the  progress  easier.  But  I  have  to  warn 
you,  that  you  will  probably  find  the  very  commencement  the  most 
arduous,  and  this  not  only  because  you  will  come  less  inured  to 
difficulty,  but  because  it  will  there  be  necessary  to  deal  with  prin- 
ciples, and  these  of  a  general  and  abstract  nature ;  whereas,  having 
once  mastered  these,  every  subsequent  step  will  be  comparatively 
easy. 

Without  entering  upon  details,  I  may  now  summarily  state  to 
you  the  order  which  I  propose  to  follow  in  the 

Order  of  the  Coarse.        *  m,  /  .  ... 

ensuing  Course.     This  requires  a  preliminary 

exposition  of  the  different  departments  of  Philosophy,  in  order  that 

you  may  obtain  a  comprehensive  view  of  the  proper  objects  of  our 

consideration,  and  of  the  relations  in  which  they  stand  to  others. 

Science  and  philosophy  are  conversant  either  about  Mind  or 

about  Matter.    The  former  of  these  is  Philoso- 

DfatritaHon  of  the        hy  properiy  BO  caned.     With  the  latter  we 

Philosophical        Sci-        r   j    tr     r      j 

have  nothing  to  do,  except  in  so  far  as  it  may 


enable  us  to  throw  light  upon  the  former,  for 
Metaphysics,  in  whatever  latitude  the  term  be  taken,  is  a  science, 
or  complement  of  sciences,  exclusively  occupied  with  mind.  Now 
the  Philosophy  of  Mind,  —  Psychology  or  Metaphysics,  in  the 
widest  signification  of  the  terms,  —  is  threefold;  for  the  object  it 
immediately  proposes  for  consideration  may  be  either,  1°,  Ph^e- 
womena  in  general;  or,  2°,  Laws;  or,  8°,  Inferences,  —  Results. 
This  I  will  endeavor  to  explain. 

The  whole  of  philosophy  is  the  answer  to  these  three  questions : 

1°,  What  are  the  Facts  or  Phenomena  to  be 
The  three  grand      observed?    2°,  What  are  the  Laws  which  regu- 

questions    of  Philoe-  .  . 

ophy-  late  these  facts,  or  under  which  these  phenom- 

ena appear?     3°,  What  are  the  real  Results, 
not  immediately  manifested,  which  these  facts  or  phenomena  war- 
rant us  in  drawing  ? 
If  we  consider  the  mind  merely  with  the  view  of  observing  and 
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generalizing  the  various  phenomena  it  reveals, — that  is,  of  analyz- 
ing them  into  capacities  or  faculties,  —  we  have 
«r  mi F*"BnomeDO  w  one  mental  science,  or  one  department  of  men- 
tal science ;  and  this  we  may  call  the  Phenome- 
nology of  Mind.  It  is  commonly  called  Psychology  —  Empir- 
ical Psychology,  or  the  Inductive  Philosophy  of  Mind  ;  we 
might  call  it  Phenomenal  Psychology.  It  is  evident  that  the 
divisions  of  this  science  will  be  determined  by  the  classes  into 
which  the  phenomena  of  mind  are  distributed. 

I£  again,  we  analyze  the  mental  phenomena  with  the  view  of 
discovering  and  considering,  not  contingent  ap- 
Mind     °m°  0g7  °        pearances,  but  the  necessary  and  universal  facts, 
—  i.  e.  the  Laws,  by  which  our  faculties  are  gov- 
erned, to  the  end  that  we  may  obtain  a  criterion  by  which  to  judge 
or  to  explain  their  procedures  and  manifestations,  —  we  have  a 
science  which  we  may  call  the  Nomology  of  Mind* — nomological 
psychology.    Now,  there  will  be  as  many  distinct  classes  of  Nomo- 
logical Psychology,  as  there  are  distinct  classes 

Its  subdivisions.  J?  i.  a        *v      to. 

of  mental  phenomena  under  the  Phenomeno- 
logical  division.  I  shall,  hereafter,  show  you  that  there  are  Three 
great  classes  of  these  phenomena,  —  viz.  1°,  The  phenomena  of 
ottr  Cognitive  faculties,  or  faculties  of  Knowledge ;  2°,  The  phe- 
nomena of  our  Feelings,  or  the  phenomena  of  Pleasure  and  Pain ; 
and,  3°,  The  phenomena  of  our  Conative  powers,  —  in  other  words, 
the  phenomena  of  Will  and  Desire.  (These  you  must,  for  the 
present,  take  upon  trust).1  Each  of  these  classes  of  phenomena 
has  accordingly  a  science  which  is  conversant  about  its  Laws.  For 
as  each  proposes  a  different  end,  and,  in  the  accomplishment  of  that 
end,  is  regulated  by  peculiar  laws,  each  must,  consequently,  have  a 
different  science  conversant  about  these  laws,  —  that  is,  a  different 
Nomology. 

There  is  no  one,  no  Nomological,  science  of  the  Cognitive  facul- 
ties in  general,  though  we  have  some  older 
c^t^^^L*1*  fr©***8^  which,  though  partial  in  their  subject, 
afford  a  name  not  unsuitable  for  a  nomology  of 
the  cognitions,  —  viz.  Gnoseologia  or  Gnostologia.  There  is  no 
independent  science  of  the  laws  of  Perception ;  if  there  were,  it 
might  be  called  ^Esthetic,  which,  however,  as  we  shall  see,  would 
be  ambiguous.  Mnemonic,  or  the  science  of  the  laws  of  Memory, 
has  been  elaborated  at  least  in  numerous  treatises ;  but  the  name 
Anamnestic,  the  art  of  Recollection  or  Reminiscence,  might  be 
equally  well  applied  to  it.    The  laws  of  the  Representative  faculty, 

1  See  infra.  Leek  XI.  p.  188,  et  uq.  —  Ed. 
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—  that  is,  the  laws  of  Association,  have  not  yet  been  elevated  into 
a  separate  nomological  science.    Neither  have  the  conditions  of  the 
Regulative  or  Legislative  faculty,  the  faculty  itself  of  Laws,  been 
fully  analyzed,  far  less  reduced  to  system ;  though  we  have  several 
deservedly  forgotten  treatises,  of  an  older  date,  under  the  inviting 
name  of  Noologie*.    The  only  one  of  the  cognitive  faculties!  whose 
laws  constitute  the  object-matter  of  a  separate 
science,  is  the  Elaborative, — the  Understand- 
ing Special,  the  faculty  of  Relations,  the    faculty  of  Thought 
Proper.    This  nomology  has  obtained  the  name  of  Logic  among 
other  appellations,  but  not  from  Aristotle.    The  best  name  would 
have  been  Dianoetic.    Logic  is  the  science  of  the  laws  of  thought, 
in  relation  to  the  end  which  our  cognitive  faculties  propose,  —  %.  e. 
the  Trub.    To  this  head  might  be  referred  Grammar,  —  Universal 
Grammar, — Philosophical  Grammar,  or  the  science  conversant  with 
the  laws  of  Language,  as  the  instrument  of  thought. 
The  Nomology  of  our  Feelings,  or  the  science  of  the  laws  which 
govern  our  capacities  of  enjoyment,  in  relation 

J^jT**1  °f  *"      *  the  end  which    thev  ProPose>  —  *•  «■  the 
Pleasurable,  —  has  obtained  no  precise  name 

in  our  language.  It  has  been  called  the  Philosophy  of  Taste,  and, 
on  the  Continent  especially,  it  has  been  denominated  ^Esthetic. 
Neither  name  is  unobjectionable.  The  first  is  vague,  metaphorical, 
and  even  delusive.  In  regard  to  the  second,  you  are  aware  that 
aurSiftrK  in  Greek  means  feeling  in  general,  as  well  as  sense  in  par- 
ticular, as  our  term  feeling  means  either  the  sense  of  touch  in 
particular,  or  sentiment,  —  and  the  capacity  of  the  pleasurable  and 
painful  in  general.  Both  terms  are,  therefore,  to  a  certain  extent, 
ambiguous ;  but  this  objection  can  rarely  be  avoided,  and  ^Esthetic, 
if  not  the  best  expression  to  be  found,  has  already  been  long  and 
generally  employed.  It  is  now  nearly  a  century  since  Baumgarten, 
a  celebrated  philosopher  of  the  Leibnitzio-Wolfian  school,  first 
applied  the  term  ^Esthetic  to  the  doctrine  which  we  vaguely  and 
periphrastically  denominate  the  Philosophy  of  Taste,  the  theory  of 
the  Fine  Arts,  the  science  of  the  Beautiful  and  Sublime,1  etc., — 
and  this  term  is  now  in  general  acceptance,  not  only  in  Germany, 
but  throughout  the  other  countries  of  Europe.  The  term  Apolaustic 
would  have  been  a  more  appropriate  designation. 

Finally,  the  Nomology  of  our  Conative  powers 
8.  voiioiogr  of  the      ig  Practical  Philosophy,  properly  so  called ;  for 

Conative  Powers.  .  *       .       •        i       ,  .  I 

practical  philosophy  is  simply  the  science  of  the 
laws  regulative  of  our  Will  and  Desires,  in  relation  to  the  end 

1  Bttimgarten's  work  on  this  subject,  entitled  Msthetica  (two  vols.),  was  published  in  1750- 
58.— Ed. 
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which  our  conative  powers  propose,  —  t.  e.  the  Good.    This,  as  it 
considers  these  laws  in  relation  to  man  as  an 

Ethics;  Politic*.  .,..,,.,. 

individual,  or  m  relation  to  man  as  a  member 
of  society,  will  be  divided  into  two  branches,  —  Ethics  and  Poli- 
tics; and  these  again  admit  of  various  subdivisions. 

So  much  for  those  parts  of  the  Philosophy  of  Mind,  which  are 
conversant  about  Phenomena,  and  about  Laws.  The  Third  great 
branch  of  this  philosophy  is  that  which  is  engaged  in  the  deduction 
of  Inferences,  or  Results* 

In  the  First  branch,  —  the  Phaenomenology  of  mind, — philoso- 
phy is  properly  limited  to  the  facts  afforded  in 

in.  Ontology,  or      consciousness,  considered  exclusively  in  them- 

Metaphysios  Proper.  ,■«,/•  , 

selves.  But  these  facts  may  be  such  as  not  only 
to  be  objects  of  knowledge  in  themselves,  but  likewise  to  furnish  us 
with  grounds  of  inference  to  something  out  of  themselves.  As 
effects,  and  effects  of  a  certain  character,  they  may  enable  us  to 
infer  the  analogous  character  of  their  unknown  causes ;  as  phenom- 
ena, and  phenomena  of  peculiar  qualities,  they  may  warrant  us  in 
drawing  many  conclusions  regarding  the  distinctive  character  of 
that  unknown  principle,  of  that  unknown  substance,  of  which  they 
are  the  manifestations.  Although,  therefore,  existence  be  only 
revealed  to  us  in  phenomena,  and  though  we  can,  therefore,  have 
only  a  relative  knowledge  either  of  mind  or  of  matter ;  still,  by 
inference  and  analogy,  we  may  legitimately  attempt  to  rise  above 
the  mere  appearances  which  experience  and  observation  afford. 
Thus,  for  example,  the  existence  of  God  and  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul  are  not  given  us  as  phenomena,  as  objects  of  immediate 
knowledge ;  yet,  if  the  phenomena  actually  given  do  necessarily 
require,  for  their  rational  explanation,  the  hypotheses  of  immortality 
and  of  God,  we  are  assuredly  entitled,  from  the  existence  of  the 
former,  to  infer  the  reality  of  the  latter.  Now,  the  science  con- 
versant about  all  such  inferences  of  unknown  being  from  its  known 
manifestations,  is  called  Ontology,  or  Metaphysics  Proper.  We 
might  call  it  Inferential  Psychology. 

The  following  is  a  tabular  view  of  the  distribution  of  Philosophy 
as  here  proposed :  — 


Mind  or 
Consciousness  - 
affords 


Facte, — Phenomenology, 
Empirical  Psychology. 


"I 
1 


Cognitions. 
Feelings. 

Conative  Powers  (Will  and  Desire). 
Cognitions, — Logic 
Laws,— Nomology,  Rational  J  Feelings,— JEfethetic. 


Psychology.  )   -       ..     ««„_    i  Moral  Philosophy. 

(.  Conative  Powers.  {  PoliUoal  Philosophy. 
Results,  —  Ontology,    Infer-  J   Being  of  God. 

ential  Psychology.  {  Immortality  of  the  Soul,  etc. 

In  this  distribution  of  the  philosophical  sciences,  you  will  observe 
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that  I  take  little  aocotmt  of  the  celebrated  division  of  philosophy 
into  Speculative   and  Practical,  which  I  have 

Meaning  of  the  term. 

already  explained  to  you,1  for  I  call  only  one 
minor  division  of  philosophy  practical,  —  viz.  the  Nomology  of  the 
Conative  powers,  not  because  that  science  is  not  equally  theoretical 
with  any  other,  but  simply  because  these  powers  are  properly  called 
practical,  as  tending  to  practice  or  overt  action. 

Such  is  the  distribution  of  Philosophy,  which  I  venture  to  pro- 
pose as  the  simplest  and  most  exhaustive,  and  I  shall  now  proceed, 
in  reference  to  it,  to  specify  the  particular  branches  which  form  the 
objects  of  our  consideration  in  the  present  course. 

The  subjects  assigned  to  the  various  chairs  of  the  Philosophical 
Faculty,  in  the  different  Universities  of  Europe, 

Distribution  of«ib-      vere  not  calculated  upon  any  comprehensive 

£££?»  ™w  of  the  P**8  of  PM-OPIW  ™*  of  their 
veraitfas  of  Europe.  natural  connection.  Our  universities  were 
founded  when  the  Aristotelic  philosophy  was 
the  dominant,  or  rather  the  exclusive,  system,  and  the  parts  distrib- 
uted to  the  different  classes,  in  the  faculty  of  Arts  or  Philosophy, 
were  regulated  by  the  contents  of  certain  of  the  Aristotelic  books, 
and  by  the  order  in  which  they  were  studied.  Of  these,  there  were 
always  Pour  great  divisions.  There  was  first  Logic,  in  relation  to 
the  Organon  of  Aristotle;  secondly,  Metaphysics,  relative  to  his 
books  under  that  title ;  thirdly,  Moral  Philosophy,  relative  to  his 
Ethics,  Politics,  and  Economics ;  and,  fourthly,  Physics,  relative  to 
his  Physics,  and  the  collection  of  treatises  styled  in  the  schools  the 
Parva  Naturalia.  But  every  university  had  not  a  full  complement 
of  classes,  that  is,  did  not  devote  a  separate  year  to  each  of  the 
four  subjects  of  study ;  and,  accordingly,  in  those  seats  of  learning 
where  three  years  formed  the  curriculum  of  philosophy,  two  of 
these  branches  were  combined.  In  this  university,  Logic  and  Met- 
aphysics were  taught  in  the  same  year;  in  others,  Metaphysics  and 
Moral  Philosophy  were  conjoined ;  and,  when  the  old  practice  was 
abandoned  of  the  several  Regents  or  Professors  carrying  on  their 
students  through  every  department,  the  two  branches  which  had 
been  taught  in  the  same  year  were  assigned  to  the  same  chair. 
What  is  most  curious  in  the  matter  is  this,  —  Aristotle's  treatise 
On  the  Soul  being,  (along  with  his  lesser  treatises  on  Memory  and 
Reminiscence,  on  Sense  and  Us  Objects,  etc.,)  included  in  the  Parva 
Naturalia,  and,  he  having  declared  that  the  consideration  of  the 
soul  was  part  of  the  philosophy  of  nature,2  the  science  of  Mind 

l  See  ante,  p.  80.— Ed.  ir«pi  tyvxv*,  $  wAnff  ^  <Kjf  TOtAvrris.     Ct 

9  De  Anima,  \.  1.     +wrwroO  to  &c«pf)<rai      Metaph.r.l.    Arj\ov  wws  &€«  i*  rots  fwrutoU 
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was  always  treated  along  with  Physics.  The  professors  of  Natural 
Philosophy  have,  however,  long  abandoned  the  philosophy  of  mind, 
and  this  branch  has  been,  as  more  appropriate  to  their  departments, 
taught  both  by  the  Professors  of  Moral  Philosophy  and  by  the  Pro- 
fessors of  Logic  and  Metaphysics,  —  for  you  are  not  to  suppose  that 
metaphysics  and  psychology  are,  though  vulgarly  used  as  synon- 
ymous expressions,  by  any  means  the  same.  So  much  for  the  his- 
torical accidents  which  have  affected  the  subjects  of  the  different 
chairs. 
I  now  return  to  the  distribution  of  philosophy,  which  I  have 
given  you,  and,  first,  by  exclusion,  I  shall  tell 

Subjects  appropri-  what  doeg  nQt  ooncem  ^      jn  thig    dafifl^ 

ate  to  thfr  Chair.  *  * 

we  have  nothing  to  do  with  Practical  Philoso- 
phy,—  that  is,  Ethics,  Politics,  Economics.  But,  with  this  excep- 
tion, there  is  no  other  branch  of  philosophy  which  is  not  either 
specially  allotted  to  our  consideration,  or  which  does  not  fall  nat- 
urally within  our  sphere.  Of  the  former  description,  are  Logic, 
and  Ontology  or  Metaphysics  Proper.  Of  the  latter,  are  Psychol- 
ogy, or  the  Philosophy  of  Mind  in  its  stricter  signification,  and 
^Esthetic. 

These  subjects  are,  however,  collectively  too  extensive  to  be 

overtaken  in  a  single  Course,  and,  at  the  same 

Comprehension  and        %{  ^^    rf  them  are  ^  abgtract   ^  afford 

order  of  the  Coarse.  7  .  , 

the  proper  materials  for  the  instruction  of  those 
only  commencing  the  study  of  philosophy.  In  feet,  the  depart- 
ment allotted  to  this  chair  comprehends  the  two  extremes  of  phi- 
losophy*—  Logic,  forming  its  appropriate  introduction,  —  Meta- 
physics, its  necessary  consummation.  I  propose,  therefore,  in  order 
fairly  to  exhaust  the  business  of  the  chair,  to  divide  its  subjects 
between  two  Courses, — the  one  on  Phenomenology,  Psychology, 
or  Mental  Philosophy  in  general ;  the  other,  on  Nomology,  Logic, 
or  the  laws  of  the  Cognitive  Faculties  in  particular.1 

to  rl  itrri  fyrtir  koI  Spl&v&ai,  icol  8tor<  iced  phy,  strictly  so  called,  with  the  science  which 

wtpl  tyvxn*  ivias  btuprjocu  rod  <f>v(rucov,  &rn  is  conversant  with  the  Manifestations  of  Mind, 

ph  few  T7jj  0Xijj  karlv.  —  Ed.  —Phenomenology,  or  Psychology.    I  shall 

l  From  the  following  sentences,  which  ap-  then  proceed  to  Logic,  the  science  which  con- 
pear  in  the  manuscript  lecture  as  superseded  eiders  the  Laws  of  Thought;  and  finally,  to 
by  the  paragraph  given  in  the  text,  it  is  obvi-  Ontology,  or  Metaphysics  proper,  the  philos-  . 
ous  that  the  Author  had  originally  designed  ophy  of  Results.  JEethetic,  or  the  theory  of 
to  discuss  specifically,  and  with  greater  detail,  the  Pleasurable,  I  should  consider  subse- 
the  three  grand  departments  of  Philosophy  quently  to  Logic,  and  previously  to  Ontol- 
indicated  in  the  distribution  proposed  by  him :  ogy . " — On  the  propriety  of  according  to  Piy- 
— "  The  plan  which  1  propose  to  adopt  in  the  chology  the  first  place  in  the  order  of  the  phil- 
distribution  of  the  Course,  or  rather  Courses,  osophical  sciences,  see  Cousin,  Cows  de  V  Hu- 
ll the  following :  take  de  la  Philosophie,  Deuxiime  Stria,  torn.  U. 

« I  shall  commence  with  Mental  Philoso-  p.  71-78  (ed.  1847). —Ed. 


LECTURE    VIII. 

PSYCHOLOGY,  ITS  DEFINITION.    EXPLICATION  OP  TERMS. 

I  now  pass  to  the  First  Division  of  my  subject,  which  will  occupy 
the  present  Course,  and  commence  with  a  definition  of  Psychol- 
ogy,—  Thk  Phenomenology  op  Mind. 

Psychology,  or  the  Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind,  strictly  so 
denominated,  is  the  science  conversant  about 

Definition  of  Fsjr-      tne  p/l€enomena^  or  modifications,  or  states  of 

the  Mind,  or    Conscious- Subject,  or  Soul,  or 
Spirit,  or  Self,  or  Ego. 
In  this  definition,  you  will  observe  that  I  have  purposely  accumu- 
lated a  variety  of  expressions,  in  order  that  I 

Explication  of  terms.  ..  _         _  . 

might  have  the  earliest  opportunity  of  making 
you  accurately  acquainted  with  their  meaning;  for  they  are  terms 
of  vital  importance  and  frequent  use  in  philosophy.  —  Before,  there- 
fore, proceeding  further,  I  shall  pause  a  moment  in  explanation  of 
the  terms  in  which  this  definition  is  expressed.  Without  restrict- 
ing myself  to  the  following  order,  I  shall  consider  the  word  Psy- 
chology ;  the  correlative  terms  subject  and  substance,  phcenomenon, 
modification,  state,  etc.,  and,  at  the  same  time,  take  occasion  to 
explain  another  correlative,  the  expression  object,  and,  finally,  the 
words  mind,  soul,  spirit,  self,  and  ego* 

Indeed,  after  considering  these  terms,  it  may  not  be  improper 
to  take  up,  in  one  series,  the  philosophical  expressions  of  principal 
importance  and  most  ordinary  occurrence,  in  order  to  render  less 
frequent  the  necessity  of  interrupting  the  course  of  our  procedure, 
to  afford  the  requisite  verbal  explanations. 

The  term  Psychology,  is  of  Greek  compound,  its  elements  ^vx?, 

signifying  soul  or  mind,  and  Aoyos,  signifying 
gyTte^rmd^ted!      discourse  or  doctrine.     Psychology,  therefore, 

is  the  discourse  or  doctrine  treating  of  the  hu- 
man mind.  But,  though  composed  of  Greek  elements,  it  is,  like 
the  greater  number  of  the  compounds  of  Aoyo?,  of  modern  combi- 
nation. I  may  be  asked,  —  why  use  an  exotic,  a  technical  name  ? 
Why  not  be  contented  with  the  more  popular  terras,  Philosophy 
of  Mind,  or  Mental  Philosophy,  —  Science  of  Mind  or  Mental 
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Science? — expressions  by  which  this  department  of  knowledge 
has  been  usually  designated  by  those  who,  in  this  country,  have 
cultivated  it  with  the  most  distinguished  success.  To  this  there 
are  several  answers.  In  the  first  place,  philosophy  itself  and  all,  or 
almost  all,  its  branches,  have,  in  our  language,  received  Greek 
technical  denominations;  —  why  not  also  the  most  important  of 
all,  the  science  of  mind?  In  the  second  place,  the  term  psychology 
is  now,  and  has  long  been,  the  ordinary  expression  for  the  doctrine 
of  mind  in  the  philosophical  language  of  every  other  European 
nation.  Nay,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  now  naturalized  in  English, 
psychology  and  psychological  having  of  late  years  come  into  com- 
mon use ;  and  their  employment  is  warranted  by  the  authority  of 
the  best  English  writers.  It  was  familiarly  employed  by  one  of 
our  best  writers,  and  most  acute  metaphysicians,  Principal  Camp- 
bell of  Aberdeen  ;l  and  Dr.  Beattie,  likewise,  has  entitled  the  first 
part  of  his  Elements  of  Moral  Science^  —  that  which  treats  of  the 
mental  faculties, — Psychology.  To  say  nothing  of  Coleridge,  the 
late  Sir  James  Mackintosh  was  also  an  advocate  for  its  employ- 
ment, and  justly  censured  Dr.  Brown  for  not  using  it,  in  place  of 
his  very  reprehensible  expression, — Physiology  of  Mina\  the  title 
of  his  unfinished  text-book.9  But  these  are  reasons  in  themselves 
of  comparatively  little  moment :  they  tend  merely  to  show  that, 
if  otherwise  expedient,  the  nomenclature  is  permissible ;  and  that 
it  is  expedient,  the  following  reasons  will  prove.  For,  in  the  third 
place,  it  is  always  of  consequence  for  the  sake  of  precision  to  be 
able  to  use  one  word  instead  of  a  plurality  of  words,  —  especially, 
where  the  frequent  occurrence  of  a  descriptive  appellation  might 
occasion  tedium,  distraction,  and  disgust ;  and  this  must  necessarily 
occur  in  the  treatment  of  any  science,  if  the  science  be  able  to 
possess  no  single  name  vicarious  of  its  definition.  In  this  respect, 
therefore,  Psychology  is  preferable  to  Philosophy  of  Mind.  But, 
in  the  fourth  place,  even  if  the  employment  of  the  description  for 
the  name  could,  in  this  instance,  be  tolerated  when  used  substan- 
tively, what  are  we  to  do  when  we  require,  (which  we  do  unceas- 
ingly,) to  use  the  denomination  of  the  science  adjectively?  For 
example,  I  have  occasion  to  say  a  psychological  fact,  a  psychological 
law,  a  psychological  curiosity,  etc.  How  can  we  express  these  by 
the  descriptive  appellation  ?  A  psychological  feet  may  indeed  be 
styled  a  fact  considered  relatively  to  the  philosophy  of  the  human 
mind, — a  psychological  law  may  be  called  a  law  by  which  the 


lFftOoMfriy  of  Rhetoric,  roL  !•  p.  148,  (1st    In***  In  the  EnoyelopiMlJ*  BrttunJoft,  toL 
ed.);  p.  128,  (ed.  1810.)  -Ed.  i.p.899.,  (7th  ed.)— Bd. 

iDumtation  on  tJU  progrtM  of  Ethical  Phi- 
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mental  phenomena  are  governed,  —  a  psychological  curiosity  may 
be  rendered  —  by  what,  I  really  do  not  know.  But  how  miserably 
weak,  awkward,  tedious,  and  affected,  is  the  commutation  when  it 
can  be  made;  not  only  do  the  vivacity  and  precision  of  the  original 
evaporate,  the  meaning  itself  is  not  even  adequately  conveyed. 
But  this  defect  is  still  more  manifestly  shown  when  we  wish  to 
place  in  contrast  the  matters  proper  to  this  science,  with  the  mat- 
ters proper  to  others.  Thus,  for  example,  to  say, —  this  is  a  psy- 
chological, not  a  physiological,  doctrine  —  this  is  a  psychological 
observation,  not  a  logical  inference.  How  is  the  contradistinction 
to  be  expressed  by  a  periphrasis?  It  is  impossible,  —  for  the  inten- 
sity of  the  contrast  consists,  first,  in  the  two  opposite  terms  being 
single  words,  and  second,  in  their  being  both  even  technical  and 
precise  Greek.  This  necessity  has,  accordingly,  compelled  the 
adoption  of  the  terms  psychology  and  psychological  into  the  phi- 
losophical nomenclature  of  every  nation,  even  where  the  same 
.necessity  did  not  vindicate  the  employment  of  a  non-vernacular 
expression.  Thus  in  Germany,  though  the  native  language  affords 
a  facility  of  composition  only  inferior  to  the. Greek,  and  though  it 
possesses  a  word  (Seelenkhre)  exactly  correspondent  to  \pvxpXoyia,  yet 
because  this  substantive  did  not  easily  allow  of  an  adjective  flexion, 
the  Greek  terms,  substantive  and  adjective,  were  both  adopted,  and 
have  been  long  in  as  familiar  use  in  the  Empire,  as  the  terms  geog- 
raphy and  geographical, — physiology  and  physiological,  are  with  us. 
What  I  have  now  said  may  suffice  to  show  that,  to  supply  neces- 
sity, we  must  introduce  these  words  into  our 
The  term*  Physiol-  philosophical  vocabulary.  But  the  propriety  of 
ogy  and  Physics,  as      fofo  jg  g^yj  farther  shown  by  the  inauspicious 

applied  to  the  phUoao-  J  r 

pby  of  mind,  inappro-      attempts  that  have  been  recently  made  on  the 
prtate.  name  of  the  science.    As  I  have  mentioned  be- 

fore, Dr.  Brown,  in  the  very  title  of  the  abridg- 
ment of  his  lectures  on  mental  philosophy,  has  styled  this  philoso- 
phy, tt  Hie  Physiology  of  the  Human  Mind;"  and  I  have  also  seen 
two  English  publications  of  modern  date, — one  entitled  the  "Phys- 
ics of  the  Soul?  the  other  "Intellectual  Physics?1  Now  the  term 
nature>  (cVwns,  natural)  though  in  common  language  of  a  more 
extensive  meaning,  has,  in  general,  by  philosophers,  been  applied 
appropriately  to  denote  the  laws  which  govern  the  appearances  of 
the  material  universe.  And  the  words  Physiology  and  Physics 
have  been  specially  limited  to  denote  sciences  conversant  about 

1  bUtUectual  Jftyries,  am  Buoy  concerning  the     concerning  the  fiahre  of  Being.  1808.   By  Got- 
NatrntofBemgandtkeProgrestUmofeaetenos.     amor  PownalL,  —  Ed. 
London,  1796.     bUeUectmal  ittyste*,  an  Euag 
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these  laws  as  regulating  the  phenomena  of  organic  and  inorganic 
bodies.  The  empire  of  nature  is  the  empire  of  a  mechanical  neces- 
sity; the  necessity  of  nature,  in  philosophy,  stands  opposed  to  the 
liberty  of  intelligence.  Those,  accordingly,  who  do  not  allow  that 
mind  is  matter, — who  hold  that  there  is  in  man  a  principle  of  action 
superior  to  the  determinations  of  a  physical  necessity,  a  brute  or 
blind  fate — must  regard  the  application  of  the  terms  Physiology 
and  Physics  to  the  doctrine  of  the  mind  as  either  singularly  inap- 
propriate, or  as  significant  of  a  false  hypothesis  in  regard  to  the 
character  of  the  thinking  principle. 
Mr.  Stewart  objects1  to  the  term  Spirit,  as  seeming  to  imply  an 
hypothesis  concerning  the  nature  and  essence 
of  the  sentient  or  thinking  principle,  altogether 
unconnected  with  our  conclusions  in  regard  to  its  phenomena,  and 
their  general  laws;  and,  for  the  same  reason,  he  is  disposed  to  object 
to  the  words  Pneumatology  and  Psychology ;  the  former  of  which 
was  introduced  by  the  schoolmen.  In  regard  to  Spirit  and  Pneu-* 
matology,  Mr.  Stewart's  criticism  is  perfectly  just.  They  are  un- 
necessary; and,  besides  the  etymological  metaphor,  they  are  asso- 
ciated with  a  certain  theological  limitation,  which  spoils  them  as 
expressions  of  philosophical  generality.1  But  this  is  not  the  case 
with  Psychology.  For  though,  in  its  etymology,  it  is  like  almost 
all  metaphysical  terms,  originally  of  physical  application,  still  this 
had  been  long  forgotten  even  by  the  Greeks ;  and,  if  we  were  to 
reject  philosophical  expressions  on  this  account,  we  should  be  left 
without  any  terms  for  the  mental  phenomena  at  all.  The  term 
swil,  (and  what  I  say  of  the  term  soul  is  true  of  the  term  spirit,) 
though  in  this  country  less  employed  than  the  term  mind,  may  be 
regarded  as  another  synonym  for  the  unknown  basis  of  the  mental 
phenomena.  Like  nearly  all  the  words  significant  of  the  internal 
world,  there  is  here  a  metaphor  borrowed  from  the  external;  and 
this  is  the  case  not  merely  in  one,  but,  as  far  as  we  can  trace  the 
analogy,  in  all  languages.     You  are  aware  that 

Ccrospondingterms        ^  ^  Qreek  ^^  for  ^  eg  fr()m  ^, 

in  other  languages.  T  A#  7  T  A^ 

I  breathe  or  blow,  —  as  irvcfyta  in  Greek,  and 
spiritm  in  Latin,  from  verbs  of  the  same  signification.     In  like 

l  Philosophical  Asayt,  Prelim.  Dissert,  eh.     spiritual  substances, —  God, —Angels,  and 
1;  Fbrta,  vol.  v.  p.  20.  Devils, — and  Man.   Thus— 


Pnenmatolo- 


2  [The  terms  Aydtofegy  and  PnernnatoUgy,        riaorPneu-      *  An8cIoB'r*Phi*i  D^man- 


or  Pneumatic,  are  not  equivalents.    The  latter       matica, 
word  was  used  for  the  doctrine  of  spirit  in 


1.  Theologia  (Naturalb), 


ologia. 
8.  Psyehologia. 


general,  which  was  subdivided  into  three     —See  Tneopo.  Gate,  Gale  Logica,  p.  465. 
branches,  as  It  treated  of  the  three  orders  of     (1681).] 
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manner,  anima  and  animus  are  words  which,  though  in  Latin  they 
have  lost  their  primary  signification,  and  are  only  known  in  their 
secondary  or  metaphorical,  yet,  in  their  original  physical  meaning, 
are  preserved  in  the  Greek  avc/Aoc,  wind  or  air.  The  English  soul, 
and  the  German  Seefe,  come  from  a  Gothic  root  saivala?  which 
signifies  to  storm.  Ghost,  the  old  English  word  for  spirit  in  gen- 
eral, and  so  used  in  our  English  version  of  the  Scriptures,  is  the 
same  as  the  German  Geist,2  and  is  derived  from  Gas,  or  Gescht, 
which  signifies  air.  In  like  manner  the  two  words  in  Hebrew  for 
soul  or  spirit,  nephesh  and  roach*,  are  derivatives  of  a  root  which 
means  to  breathe;  and  in  Sanscrit  the  word  alma  (analogous  to 
the  Greek  fofuos,  vapor  or  air)  signifies  both  mind  and  wind  or  air? 
Sapientia,  in  Latin,  originally  meant  only  the  power  of  tasting;  as 
sagacitas  only  the  faculty  of  scenting.  In  French,  penser  comes 
from  the  Latin  penderz,  through  pensare  to  weigh,  and  the  terms, 
attentio,  intentio,  (entendement,)  comprehension  apprehensio,  pene- 
tralia, understanding,  eta,  are  just  so  many  bodily  actions  trans- 
ferred to  the  expression  of  mental  energies.4 

There  is,  therefore,  on  this  ground,  no  reason  to  reject  such  use- 
ful terms  *b  psychology  and  psychological ;  terms, 

By  whom  the  appel-  t  nQW  m  sucj1  general  acceptation  in  the  pul- 
iation Psychology  first         i  i_  i.    -Bl  T  1-  j/ 

employed.  losophy  of  Europe.    I  may,  however,  add  an 

historical  notice  of  their  introduction.  Aristo- 
tle's principal  treatise  on  the  philosophy  of  mind  is  entitled  n«pi 
¥vx9? ;  but  the  first  author  who  gave  a  treatise  on  the  subject  under 
the  title  Psychologic  (which  I  have  observed  to  you  is  a  modern 
compound),  is  Otto  Casmann,  who,  in  the*  year  1594,  published  at 
Hanau  his  very  curious  work,  "  Psychologia  Anthropologic^  sive 
AnimoB  Humana*  Doctrinal  This  was  followed,  in  two  years,  by 
his  "Anthropologics  Pars  iZ,  hoc  esty  de  fabrica  JBumani  Cor- 
poris.19 This  author  had  the  merit  of  first  giving  the  name  Anthro- 
pologia  to  the  science  of  man  in  general,  which  he  divided  into  two 
parts,  —  the  first,  Psychologia,  the  doctrine  of  the  Human  Mind ; 
the  second,  Somatologies  the  doctrine  of  the  Human  Body ;  and 
these  thus  introduced  and  applied,  still  continue  to  be  the  usual  ap- 
pellations of  these  branches  of  knowledge  in  Germany.  I  would 
not  say,  however,  that  Casmann  was  the  true  author  of  the  term 

1  See  Grimm,  Deutsche  Grammatik,  rol.  li.  p.  Gale,  PhUosophia  Generate,  pp.  821, 822.  Pricb- 
90.  In  Anglo-Saxon,  Saunl,  Sawal,  Sawl,  ard,  Review  of  the  Doctrine  of  a  Vital  Principle, 
SwA-Ed.  p.  6,6.] 

2  Scotch,  Ghaut,  Gastly.  4  [On  this  point  see  Leibnitz,  Now.  Ess.  lib. 
8  [See  H.  Schmid,  Yersueh  einer  Metaphysik     ill.  e.  1.  §  6;  Stewart,  Phil.  Essays— Works,  vol. 

drr  inner™  Naiur,  p.  09,  note.  Soheldler*8  Pry-  v.  Essay  v.;  Brown,  Human  Understanding, 
chologu,  pp.  289-801,  320,  si  seq.    Cf.  Theop.     p.  888,  et  m?.] 
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psychology,  for  his  master,  the  celebrated  Rudolphus  Goclenius  of 
Marburg,  published,  also  in  1594,  a  work  entitled,  "^vgoAoyta,  Are 
est>  de  Sominis  Perfection^  Anima,  etc?  being  a  collection  of  dis- 
sertations on  the  subject ;  in  1596  another,  entitled  uDe  preseipuis 
Materiis  Psychologies*  ;"  and  in  1597  a  third,  entitled  u  Authors* 
Varii  de  Psychologia? —  so  that  I  am  inclined  to  attribute  the 
origin  of  the  name  to  Goclenius.1  Subsequently,  the  term  became 
the  usual  title  of  the  science,  and  this  chiefly  through  the  authority 
of  Wol£  whose  two  principal  works  on  the  subject  are  entitled 
u  Psychologic  Empirical  and  u  Psychologies  IZationaUs"  Charles 
Bonnet,  in  his  u  Essai  de  Psychologist 2  familiarized  the  name  in 
France ;  where,  as  well  as  in  Italy, —  indeed,  in  all  the  Continental 
countries,  —  it  is  now  the  common  appellation. 

In  the  second  place,  I  said  that  Psychology  is  conversant  about 
the  phcenomena  of  the  thinking  subject?  eta,  and  I  now  proceed  to 
expound  the  import  of  the  correlative  terms  phenomenon,  euttfect, 
etc. 

But  the  meaning  of  these  terms  will  be  best  illustrated  by  now 
stating  and  explaining  the  great  axiom,  that  all  human  knowledge, 
consequently  that  all  human  philosophy,  is  only  of  the  relative  or 
phenomenal.  In  this  proposition,  the  term  relative  is  opposed  to 
the  term  absolute  ;  and,  therefore,  in  saying  that  we  know  only  the 
relative,  I  virtually  assert  that  we  know  nothing 
Phenomenon,  Sob-  absolute,  —  nothing  existing  absolutely;  that  is, 
ject,  ffltwtmted  by  re-  in  and  for  itself  and  without  relation  to  us  and 
ference  to  the  reiatir-      our  faculties.    I  shall  illustrate  this  by  its  appli- 

itytf  human  knowl-        ^^      q^  ^^  fc  either   of  matter  ^ 

of  mind.  Now,  what  is  matter  ?  What  do  we 
know  of  matter  ?  Matter,  or  body,  is  to  us  the  name  either  of  some- 
thing known,  or  of  something  unknown.  In  so  far  as  matter  is  a 
name  for  something  known,  it  means  that  which  appears  to  us  under 
the  forms  of  extension,  solidity,  divisibility,  figure,  motion,  rough- 
ness, smoothness,  color,  heat,  cold,  etc. ;  in  short,  it  is  a  common 
name  for  a  certain  series,  or  aggregate,  or  complement,  of  appear- 
ances or  phenomena  manifested  in  coexistence. 

But  as  the  phenomena  appear  only  in  conjunction,  we  are  com- 
pelled by  the  constitution  of  our  nature  to  think  them  conjoined  in 
and  by  something;  and  as  they  are  phenomena,  we  cannot  think 
them  the  phenomena  of  nothing,  but  must  regard  them  as  the  pro- 
perties or  qualities  of  something  that  is  extended,  solid,  figured,  etc. 
But  this  something,  absolutely  and  in  itself  —  i.  e.  considered  apart 

1  [The  term  ptyehology  is,  howerer,  need  by     eontm  Cbmmtmium,  prefixed  to  hif  Cieeronr 
Joannes  Thomas  Frelgius  in  the  Catalogux  Lo-     utnus,  1575.    See  also  Gale,  Logieay  p.  456.] 
S  Published  in  1765.  —  Ed. 
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from  its  phenomena,  —is  to  us  as  iero.  It  is  only  in  its  qualities, 
only  in  its  effects,  in  its  relative  or  phenomenal  existence,  that  it  iB 
cognizable  or  conceivable ;  and  it  is  only  by  a  law  of  thought,  which 
compels  us  to  think  something,  absolute  and  unknown,  as  the  basis 
or  condition  of  the  relative  and  known,  that  this  something  obtains 
a  kind  of  incomprehensible  reality  to  us.  Now,  that  which  mani- 
fests its  qualities,  —  in  other  words,  that  in  which  the  appearing 
causes  inhere,  that  to  which  they  belong,  is  called  their  subject,  or 
substance?  or  substratum.  To  this  subject  of  the  phenomena  of  ex- 
tension, solidity,  etc.,  the  term  matter  or  material  substance  is  com- 
monly given;  and,  therefore,  as  contradistinguished  from  these 
qualities,  it  is  the  name  of  something  unknown  and  inconceivable. 

The  same  is  true  in  regard  to  the  term  mind.  In  so  far  as  mind 
is  the  common  name  for  the  Btates  of  knowing,  willing,  feeling,  de- 
siring, eta,  of  which  I  am  conscious,  it  is  only  the  name  for  a  certain 
series  of  connected  phenomena  or  qualities,  and,  consequently,  ex- 
presses only  what  is  known.  But  in  so  far  as  it  denotes  that  sub- 
ject or  substance  in  which  the  phenomena  of  knowing,  willing,  etc., 
inhere, — something  behind  or  under  these  phenomena, — it  ex- 
presses what,  in  itself  or  in  its  absolute  existence,  is  unknown. 

Thus,  mind  and  matter,  as  known  or  knowable,  are  only  two  dif- 
ferent series  of  phenomena  or  qualities ;  mind  and  matter,  as  un- 
known and  unknowable,  are  the  two  substances  in  which  these  two 
different  series  of  phenomena  or  qualities,  are  supposed  to  inhere. 
The  existence  of  an  unknown  substance  is  only  an  inference  we  are 
compelled  to  make,  from  the  existence  of  known  phenomena ;  and 
the  distinction  of  two  substances  is  only  inferred  from  the  seeming 
incompatibility  of  the  two  series  of  phenomena  to  coinhere  in  one. 

Our  whole  knowledge  of  mind  and  matter  is  thus,  as  we  have 
said,  only  relative ;  of  existence,  absolutely  and  in  itself  we  know 
nothing;  and  we  may  say  of  man  what  Virgil  says  of  JSneas,  con- 
templating in  the  prophetic  sculpture  of  his  shield  the  future  glories 
of  Rome— 

"  Beramqne  ignaros,  imagine  gaudet."  * 

This  is,  indeed,  a  truth,  in  the  admission  of  which  philosophers,  in 

general,  have  been  singularly  harmonious ;  and 

General  harmony  of      ^he  praise  that  has  been  lavished  on  Dr.  Reid 

tag  ^"atf^f      for  this  observation,  is  wholly  unmerited.    In 

buman  knowledge.  fact,  I  am  hardly  aware  of  the  philosopher  who 

has  not  proceeded  on  the  supposition,  and  there 

are  few  who  have  not  explicitly  enounced  the  observation.     It  is 

ljbuidjvm.  780.  —  Ed. 
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only  since  Reid's  death  that  certain  speculators  have  arisen,  who 
have  obtained  celebrity  by  their  attempt  to  found  philosophy  on  an 
immediate  knowledge  of  the  absolute  or  unconditioned.  I  shall 
quote  to  you  a  few  examples  of  this  general  recognition,  as  they 
happen  to  occur  to  my  recollection ;  and,  in  order  to  manifest  the 
better  its  universality,  I  purposely  overlook  the  testimonies  of  a 
more  modern  philosophy. 
Aristotle,  among  many  similar  observations,  remarks  in  regard  to 
matter,  that  it  is  incognizable  in  itself;1  while 

AAtoumOBl61'  ""  ***  reSax^  *°  m^[i^  ne  ^y8*  "that  the  intellect 

does  not  know  itself  directly,  but  only  in- 
directly, in  knowing  other  things ;  * f  and  he  defines  the  soul  from 
its  phenomena,  "the  principle  by  which  we  live,  and  move,  and 
perceive,  and  understand"8  St.  Augustin,  the 
most  philosophical  of  the  Christian  fathers,  ad- 
mirably says  of  body,  —  a  Materiam  cognoBcendo  ignorari,  et  igno- 
rando  cognosci ;  "4  and  of  mind,  —  u  Mens  se  cognoscit  cognoscendo 
se  vivere,  se  meminisse,  se  intelligere,  se  velle,  cogitare,  scire,  judi- 
care.w*  ttNon  incurrunt,"  says  Afelanchthon, 
uipsa3  substantias  in  oculos,  sed  vestitae  et  orn- 
at»  accidfentibus ;  hoc  est,  non  possumus,  in  hac  vita,  acie  oculorum 
perspicere  ipsas  substantias :  sed  utcunque,  ex  accidentibus  qusa  in 
sensus  exteriores  incurrunt,  ratiocinamur,  quomodo  inter  se  differant 
substantia."  6 

It  is  needless  to  multiply  authorities,  but  I  cannot  refrain  from 
_  adducing  one  other  evidence  of  the  general  con- 

The  elder  Scaliger.  n     ,  .,  _  .  _     .  _  n 

sent  of  philosophers  to  the  relative  character  of 
our  knowledge,  as  affording  a  graphic  specimen  of  the  manner  of  its 
ingenious  author.  "  Substantias  non  a  nobis  cognoscuntur,"  says  the 
elder  Scaliger,  u  sed  earum  accidentia.  Quis  enim  me  doceat  quid 
sit  substantia,  nisi  miseris  illis  verbis,  res  svbsistens  f  Scientiam 
ergo  nostram  constat  esse  umbram  in  sole.  Et  sicut  vulpes,  elusa  a 
ciconia,  lambendo  vitreum  vas  pultem  haud  attingit :  ita  nos  externa 
tantum  accidentia  percipiendo,  formas  intemas  non  cognoscimug."' 

1  Jb>«bj*.  lib.  rii  (ri.)  e.  10 :  ft  «M|  cry*a*-     mana  eogJtitio,  conetor  earn  (materiam)  Tel 
ros  kc&  abrfp.  -Ed.]  nowe   ignorando  rel   Jgnorare   noseendo." 

iMetapkxii(xl)7:    AfrlveWJi»Sf     "f?^  the  ^ric«  treats  attrflmted  to 
aora  Atcr^iy  toc  ycjrov'ranrhs  yip      gt  AMtln   entit|ed  ^  ^^  rf  ^^  ^ 

2!1Trr«  »nTv,li     T*         -       """l     ffi5  but  **  *•  ™*i**t  lib.  x. }  16,  torn.  riU. 
ill.  4.    Kal  avrbt  ok  wyrtt  wry  fttarcp  ra     p  gg7  (ed  ^  » 


wotfr  <£•  —  Ed, 


6  ErotemeUa  DiaUctices,  lib.  i.,  Pr.  Snbetan- 


3  De  Anima,  Lib.  II.  e.  2.  'H  y^x^  roArots  tia.  [This  is  the  text  In  the  edition  of  Strlge- 
$purreuy  djpevrurol,  cuff&rrrucy  huurovirucf,  Has.  It  varies  considerably  In  different  edi- 
Kvrfaii.  —  Ed.  tions.  —  Ed.  ] 

4  Confts*.  xfl.  6.    "  Dam  sibi  hao  dieit  ho-  T  De  Subtititau,  Ex.  cccyH.  |  H. 
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So  far  there  is  no  difference  of  opinion  among  philosophers  in  gen- 
eral. We  know  mind  and  matter  not  in  themselves,  but  in  their 
accidents  or  phenomena.1 

Thus  our  knowledge  is  of  relative  existence  only,  seeing  that  ex- 
istence in  itself  or  absolute  existence,  is  no  ob- 
aii  relative  exist-      ject  of  knowledge.2    But  it  does  not  follow  that 

enoe  not  comprised  in  „       ,     .  .  ,  .     . 

what  fc  relative  to  na.  *"  relative  existence  is  relative  to  U8  ;  that  all 
that  can  be  known,  even  by  a  limited  intelli- 
gence, is  actually  cognizable  by  us.  We  must,  therefore,  more  pre- 
cisely limit  our  sphere  of  knowledge,  by  adding,  that  all  we  know  is 
known  only  under  the  special  conditions  of  our  faculties.  This 
is  a  truth  likewise  generally  acknowledged.  "Man,"  says  Pro- 
tagoras, "  is  the  measure  of  the  universe,"  (vdamay  xprjfiaTw  fierpov 
ibApmos), —  a  truth  which  Bacon  has  well  expressed :  "  Omnes  per- 
ceptiones  tarn  sensus  quam  mentis,  sunt  ex  analogia  hominis,  non  ex 
analogia  universi :  estque  intelleotus  humanus  instar  speculi  inaequalis 
ad  radios  rerum,  qui  suam  naturam  naturae  rerum  immiscet,  eamque 
distorquet  et  inficit."*  "Omne  quod  cognoscitur,"  says  Boethius, 
u  non  secundum  sui  vim,  sed  secundum  cognoscentium  potius  com- 
prehenditur  facultatem ;" 4  and  this  is  expressed  almost  in  the  same 
terms  by  the  two  very  opposite  philosophers,  Kant  and  Condillac, 
— u  In  perception"  (to  quote  only  the  former)  u  everything  is  known 
according  to  the  constitution  of  our  faculty  of  sense."  4 
Now  this  principle,  in  which  philosophers  of  the  most  opposite 
opinions  equally  concur,  divides  itself  into  two 

This  principle  has  brancheg.  Jn  the  first  pl^  it  would  be  unphil- 
two  branches.  .  .      ,  1311  .« 

08ophical  to  conclude  that  the  properties  of 
existence  necessarily  are,  in  number,  only  as  the  number  of  our 
faculties  of  apprehending  them ;  or,  in  the  second,  that  the  proper- 
ties known,  are  known  in  their  native  purity,  and  without  addition 
or  modification  from  our  organs  of  sense,  or  our  capacities  of  intel- 
ligence.   I  shall  illustrate  these  in  their  order. 

In  regard  to  the  first  assertion,  it  is  evident  that  nothing  exists 
for  us,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  known  to  us,  and  that  nothing  is 
known  to  us,  except  certain  properties  or  modes  of  existence, 
which  are  relative  or  analogous  to  our  faculties.  Beyond  these 
modes  we  know,  and  can  assert,  the  reality  of  no  existence.    But 

1  For  additional  testimonies  on  this  point,         8  Novum  Orgmntm,  lib.  i.,  Apn.  xli.— Ed. 
aee  the  Author's  Discussion*,  p.  644.  —  Ed.  4  De  Consol.    FkU.  lib.  v.  Pr.  4.    Quoted  in 

3  [Absolute  in  two  senses :  1°,  As  opposed  to  Discussions,  p.  645.  —  Ed. 
partial ;  2°,  As  opposed  to  relative.    Better  if         s  Kritik  der  nbun  Vtmunfl,  Vorrede  znr  xwei. 

I  had  said  that  our  knowledge  not  of  absolute,  tenAuflage.    Quoted  in  Discussions^  p.  646. 

and,  therefore,  only  of  the  partial  and  rela-  Cf.  ibid.  Transc.  JSsth.  §  8.  —  Ed. 
tire.]  —  Pencil  Jotting  on  Stank  Leaf  of  Lecture. 
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i£  on  the  one  hand,  we  are  not  entitled  to  assert  as  actually  exist- 
ent except  what  we  know ;  neither,  on  the  other, 
l.  The  number  of  are  we  warranted  in  denying,  as  .possibly  exist* 
the  properties  of  a-  en^  what  we  do  not  know.  The  universe  may 
T^n^TZ  be  conceived  as  a  polygon  of  a  thousand,  or  a 
powers  of  apprehen-  hundred  thousand,  sides  or  facets, —  and  each  of 
■ion.  these  sides  or  facets  may  be  conceived  as  rep- 

resenting one  special  mode  of  existence.  Now, 
of  these  thousand  sides  or  modes  all  may  be  equally  essential,  but 
three  or  four  only  may  be  turned  towards  us  or  be  analogous  to  our 
organs.  One  side  or  facet  of  the  universe,  as  holding  a  relation  to 
the  organ  of  sight,  is  the  mode  of  luminous  or  visible  existence ; 
another,  as  proportional  to  the  organ  of  hearing,  is  the  mode  of 
sonorous  or  audible  existence ;  and  so  on.  But  if  every  eye  to  see, 
if  every  ear  to  hear,  were  annihilated,  the  modes  of  existence  to 
which  these  organs  now  stand  in  relation,  —  that  which  could  be 
seen,  that  which  could  be  heard,  would  still  remain  ;  and  if  the  in- 
telligences, reduced  to  the  three  senses  of  touch,  smell,  and  taste, 
were  then  to  assert  the  impossibility  of  any  modes  of  being  except 
those  to  which  these  three  senses  were  analogous,  the  procedure 
would  not  be  more  unwarranted,  than  if  we  now  ventured  to  deny 
the  possible  reality  of  other  modes  of  material  existence  than  those 
to  the  perception  of  which  our  five  senses  are  accommodated.  I 
will  illustrate  this  by  an  hypothetical  parallel.  Let  us  suppose  a 
block  of  marble,1  on  which  there  are  four  different  inscriptions, — 
in  Greek,  in  Latin,  in  Persic,  and  in  Hebrew,  and  that  four  trav- 
ellers approach,  each  able  to  read  only  the  inscription  in  his  native 
tongue.  The  Greek  is  delighted  with  the  information  the  marble 
affords  him  of  the  siege  of  Troy.  The  Roman  finds  interesting 
matter  regarding  the  expulsion  of  the  kings.  The  Persian  deciphers 
an  oracle  of  Zoroaster.  And  the  Jew  is  surprised  by  a  commemo- 
ration of  the  Exodus.  Here,  as  each  inscription  exists  or  is  signifi- 
cant only  to  him  who  possesses  the  corresponding  language ;  so  the 
several  modes  of  existence  are  manifested  only  to  those  intelli- 
gences who  possess  the  corresponding  organs.  And  as  each  of  the 
four  readers  would  be  rash  if  he  maintained  that  the  marble  could 
be  significant  only  as  significant  to  him,  so  should  we  be  rash,  were 
we  to  hold  that  the  universe  had  no  other  phases  of  being  than  the 
few  that  are  turned  towards  our  faculties,  and  which  our  five  senses 
enable  us  to  perceive. 

1  This  Illustration  is  taken  from  F.  Hemtterhuis,  SopkyU  oudela  PhQosophU—(Bmmu  PkH- 
•sopMques,  toI.  1.  p.  381,  (ed.  1792.)— Sd. 


LBCT.  VIIL  METAPHYSICS.  101 

Voltaire,  (aliud  agendo),  has  ingeniously  expressed  this  truth  in 

one  of  his  philosophical  romances.    "  Tell  me," 

iHurtrated  from  Vol-      gayg  jr[icromegag>  an  inhabitant  of  one  of  the 

planets  of  the  Dog-Star,  to  the  secretary  of  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  in  the  planet  Saturn,  at  which  he  had  re- 
cently arrived,  in  a  journey  through  the  heavens,  — » "  Tell  me,  how 
many  senses  have  the  men  on  your  globe?"  —  "We  have  seventy- 
two  senses,"  answered  the  academician,  "and  we  are,  every  day, 
complaining  of  the  smallness  of  the  number.  Our  imagination 
goes  far  beyond  our  wants.  What  are  seventy-two  senses!  and 
how  pitiful  a  boundary,  even  for  beings  with  such  limited  percep- 
tions, to  be  cooped  up  within  our  ring  and  our  five  moons.  In  spite 
of  our  curiosity,  and  in  spite  of  as  many  passions  as  can  result  from 
six  dozen  of  senses,  we  find  our  hours  hang  very  heavily  on  our 
hands,  and  can  always  find  time  enough  for  yawning."  —  "I  can 
very  well  believe  it,"  says  Micromegas,  "  for,  in  our  globe,  we  have 
very  near  one  thousand  senses ;  and  yet,  with  all  these,  we  feel  con- 
tinually a  sort  of  listless  inquietude  and  vague  desire,  which  are 
forever  telling  us  that  we  are  nothing,  and  that  there  are  beings 
infinitely  nearer  perfection.  I  have  travelled  a  good  deal  in  the 
universe.  I  have  seen  many  classes  of  mortals  far  beneath  us,  and 
many  as  much  superior ;  but  I  have  never  had  the  good  fortune  to 
meet  with  any  who  had  not  always  more  desires  than  real  necessi- 
ties to  occupy  their  life.  And  pray,  how  long  may  you  Saturnians 
live,  with  your  few  senses?"  continued  the  Sirian.  "Ah!  but  a 
very  short  time  indeed ! "  said  the  little  man  of  Saturn,  with  a  sigh. 
"  It  is  the  same  with  us,"  said  the  traveller ;  "  we  are  forever  com- 
plaining of  the  shortness  of  life.  It  must  be  an  universal  law  of 
nature."  —  "Alas!"  said  the  Saturnian,  "we  live  only  five  hundred 
great  revolutions  of  the  sun,  (which  is  pretty  much  about  fifteen 
thousand  years  of  our  counting).  Tou  see  well,  that  this  is  to  die 
almost  the  moment  one  is  born.  Our  existence  is  a  point, —  our 
duration  an  instant,  —  our  globe  an  atom.  Scarcely  have  we  begun 
to  pick  up  a  little  knowledge,  when  death  rushes  in  upon  us,  before 
we  can  have  acquired  anything  like  experience.  As  for  me,  I  can- 
not venture  even  to  think  of  any  project.  I  feel  myself  but  like  a 
drop  of  water  in  the  ocean ;  and,  especially  now,  when  I  look  to 
you  and  to  myself,  I  really  feel  quite  ashamed  of  the  ridiculous 
appearance  which  I  cut  in  the  universe." 

"  If  I  did  not  know  you  to  be  a  philosopher,"  replied  Microme- 
gas, "  I  should  be  afraid  of  distressing  you,  when  I  tell  you,  that 
our  life  is  seven  hundred  times  longer  than  yours.  But  what  is 
even  that  ?  and,  when  we  come  to  the  last  moment,  to  have  lived  a 
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single  day,  and  to  have  lived  a  whole  eternity,  amount  to  the  same 
thing.  I  have  been  in  countries  where  they  live  a  thousand  times 
longer  than  with  us ;  and  I  have  always  found  them  murmuring, 
just  as  we  do  ourselves.  But  you  have  seventy-two  senses,  and 
they  must  have  told  you  something  about  your  globe.  How  many 
properties  has  matter  with  you  ?  "  —  "  If  you  mean  essential  prop- 
erties," said  the  Saturnian,  "without  which  our  globe  could  not 
subsist,  we  count  three  hundred,  —  extension,  impenetrability,  mo- 
bility, gravity,  divisibility,  and  so  forth."  — "  That  small  number," 
replied  the  gigantic  traveller,  "may  be  sufficient  for  the  views 
which  the  Creator  must  have  had  with  respect  to  your  narrow  hab- 
itation. Your  globe  is  little ;  its  inhabitants  are  so  too.  You  have 
few  senses ;  your  matter  has  few  qualities.  In  all  this,  Providence 
has  suited  you  most  happily  to  each  other." 

"The  academician  was  more  and  more  astonished  with  every- 
thing which  the  traveller  told  him.  At  length,  after  communicating 
to  each  other  a  little  of  what  they  knew,  and  a  great  deal  of  what 
they  knew  not,  and  reasoning  as  well  and  as  ill  as  philosophers 
usually  do,  they  resolved  to  set  out  together  on  a  little  tour  of  the 
universe."1 

Before  leaving  this  subject,  it  is  perhaps  proper  to  observe,  that 
had  we  faculties  equal  in  number  to  all  the  possible  modes  of  exist- 
ence, whether  of  mind  or  matter,  still  would  our  knowledge  of 
mind  or  matter  be  only  relative.  If  material  existence  could  ex- 
hibit ten  thousand  phenomena,  and  if  we  possessed  ten  thousand 
senses  to  apprehend  these  ten  thousand  phenomena  of  material 
existence, —  of  existence  absolutely  and  in  itself  we  should  be  then 
as  ignorant  as  we  are  at  present 

But  the  consideration  that  our  actual  faculties  of  knowledge  are 

probably  wholly  inadequate  in  number  to  the 

2.  Th«  properties  of      p0BSible  modes  of  being,  is  of  comparatively 

existence  not  known        ,         .  °  . ,         .         J 

in  their  native  purity.  l€8S  importance  than  the  other  consideration  to 
which  we  now  proceed,  —  that  whatever  we 
know  is  not  known  as  it  is,  but  only  as  it  seems  to  us  to  be ;  for  it 
is  of  less  importance  that  our  knowledge  should  be  limited  than 
that  our  knowledge  should  be  pure.  It  is,  therefore,  of  the  highest 
moment  that  we  should  be  aware  that  what  we  know  is  not  a  sim- 
ple relation  apprehended  between  the  object  known  and  the  subject 
knowing,  —  but  that  every  knowledge  is  a  sum  made  up  of  several 
elements,  and  that  the  great  business  of  philosophy  is  to  analyze 
and  discriminate  these  elements,  and  to  determine  from  whence 
these  contributions  have  been  derived.    I  shall  explain  what  I 

1  Muramlgas,  chap,  ii  ■*-  £|>. 
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mean,  by  an  example.    In  the  perception  of  an  external  object,  the 
mind  docs  not  know  it  in  immediate  relation 
illustrated  by  Uw      ^  jteejf  ^nt  mediately  in  relation  to  the  ma- 
act  of  perception.  .  * 

terial  organs  of  sense.    If,  therefore,  we  were  to 

throw  these  organs  out  of  consideration,  and  did  not  take  into 
account  what  they  contribute  to,  and  how  they  modify,  onr  knowl- 
edge of  that  object,  it  is  evident,  that  our  conclusion  in  regard  to 
the  nature  of  external  perception  would  be  erroneous.  Again,  an 
object  of  perception  may  not  even  stand  in  immediate  relation  to 
the  organ  of  Bense,  but  may  make  its  impression  on  that  organ 
through  an  intervening  medium.  Now,  if  this  medium  be  thrown 
out  of  account,  and  if  it  be  not  considered  that  the  real  external 
object  is  the  sum  of  all  that  externally  contributes  to  affect  the 
sense,  we  shall,  in  like  manner,  run  into  error.  For  example,  I  see 
a  book,  —  I  see  that  book  through  an  external  medium,  (what  that 
medium  is,  we  do  not  now  inquire,) — and  I  see  it  through  my 
organ  of  sight,  the  eye.  Now,  as  the  full  object  presented  to  the 
mind  (observe  that  I  say  the  mind),  in  perception,  is  an  object 
compounded  of  the  external  object  emitting  or  reflecting  light,  i.  e. 
modifying  the  external  medium,  —  of  this  external  medium,  —  and 
of  the  living  organ  of  sense,  in  their  mutual  relation,  —  let  us  sup- 
pose, in  the  example  I  have  taken,  that  the  full  or  adequate  object 
perceived  is  equal  to  twelve,  and  that  this  amount  is  made  up  of 
three  several  parts, — of  four,  contributed  by  the  book,  —  of  four, 
contributed  by  all  that  intervenes  between  the  book  and  the  organ, 
and  of  four,  contributed  by  the  living  organ  itself. l 

I  use  this  illustration  to  show,  that  the  phenomenon  of  the  ex- 
ternal object  is  not  presented  immediately  to  the  mind,  but  is 
known  by  it  only  as  modified  through  certain  intermediate  agencies; 
and  to  show  that  sense  itself  may  be  a  source  of  error,  if  we  do 
not  analyze  and  distinguish  what  elements,  in  an  act  of  perception, 
belong  to  the  outward  reality,  what  to  the  outward  medium,  and 
what  to  the  action  of  sense  itself.  But  this  source  of  error  is  not 
limited  to  our  perceptions ;  and  we  are  liable  to  be  deceived,  not 
merely  by  not  distinguishing  in  an  act  of  knowledge  what  is  con- 
tributed by  sense,  but  by  not  distinguishing  what  is  contributed  by 
the  mind  itself.  This  is  the  most  difficult  and  important  function  of 
philosophy ;  and  the  greater  number  of  its  higher  problems  arise  in 
the  attempt  to  determine  the  shares  to  which  the  knowing  subject, 
and  the  object  known,  may  pretend  in  the  total  act  of  cognition. 
For  according  as  we  attribute  a  larger  or  a  smaller  proportion  to 

1  This  illustration  to  borrowed  in  an  1m-     Sophylt  ou  dt  la  Philosophic  —  (Euvres  PkUo*o- 
prored  form  from  F.  Hematerhoia.    Baa  hk    pkiqua,  i.  239.  —  Ed. 
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each,  we  either  run  into  the  extremes  of  Idealism  and  Materialism, 

or  maintain  an  equilibrium  between  the  two.     But,  on  this  subject, 

it  would  be  out  of  place  to  say  anything  further  at  present. 

From  what  has  been  said,  you  will  be  able,  I  hope,  to  understand 

what  is  meant  by  the  proposition,  that  all  our 

in  what  aeues  hu-      knowledge  is  only  relative.    It  is  relative,  1% 

man  knowledge  is  pel-        _  .  .  •     ■  i        i      »        • 

atiT^  Because  existence  is  not  cognizable,  absolutely 

and  in  itself  but  only  in  special  modes;  2°, 
Because  these  modes  can  be  known  only  if  they  stand  in  a  certain 
relation  to  our  faculties;  and,  3°,  Because  the  modes,  thus  relative 
to  our  faculties,  are  presented  to,  and  known  by,  the  mind  only 
under  modifications  determined  by  these  faculties  themselves.  This 
general  doctrine  being  premised,  it  will  be  proper  now  to  take  some 
special  notice  of  the  several  terms  significant  of  the  relative  nature 
of  our  knowledge.  And  here  there  are  two  opposite  series  of  ex- 
pressions, —  1°,  Those  which  denote  the  relative 

f^^0^*8!!^      *nd  the  knowia5   2°>  Thofle  which  denote  the 
human  knowledge.  absolute  and  the   unknown.      Of  the  former 

class,  are  the  words  phcenomenon,  mode,  modifi- 
cation,  state,  —  words  which  are  employed  in  the  definition  of  Psy- 
chology ;  and  to  these  may  be  added  the  analogous  terms,  —  quality, 
property ,  attribute,  accident.  Of  the  latter  class,  —  that  is,  the  abso- 
lute and  the  unknown,  —  is  the  word  subject*  which  we  have  to 
explain  as  an  element  of  the  definition,  and  its  analogous  expres- 
sions, substance  and  substratum.  These  opposite  classes  cannot  be 
explained  apart ;  for,  as  each  is  correlative  of  the  other,  each  can 
be  comprehended  only  in  and  through  its  correlative.  9 

The  term  subject  (subjectumy  vnwrcura,  (rrroMtfieyov)  is  used  to 

_  denote  the  unknown  basis  which  lies  under  the 

The  term  Subject. 

.  various  phenomena  or  properties  of  which  we 
become  aware,  whether  in  our  internal  or  external  experience.  In 
the  more  recent  philosophy,  especially  in  that  of  Germany,  it  has, 
however,  been  principally  employed,  to  denote  the  basis  of  the 
various  mental  phenomena ;  but  of  this  special  signification  we  are 
hereafter  more  particularly  to  speak.1  The  word 
substance  (substantia)  may  be  employed  in  two, 
but  two  kindred,  meanings.  It  may  be  used  either  to  denote  that 
which  exists  absolutely  and  of  itself;  in  this  sense  it  may  be  viewed 
as  derived  from  subsistendo>  and  as  meaning. ens  per  se  subsistens; 
or  it  may  be  viewed  as  the  basis  of  attributes,  in  which  sense  it  may 
be  regarded  as  derived  from  substandoy  and  as  meaning  id  quod 

l  For  the  history  and  various  meaning!  of     note,  RticTt  Work*,  p.  806.    See  aleo  TrendeU 
the  terme  Subject  and  Objtct,  aee  the  Author*     enburg.  EUnunta  bogfien4rigtotditmt  (  I.—Bdv 
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substataccidentibus,  like  the  Greek  Maratnt,  wrowt'/4iiw.  In  either 
case  it  will,  however,  signify  the  same  thing,  viewed  in  a  different 
aspect  In  the  farmer  meaning,  it  is  considered  in  contrast  to,  and 
independent  o£  its  attributes ;  in  the  latter,  as  conjoined  with  these, 
and  as  affording  them  the  condition  of  existence.  In  different  rela- 
tions, a  thing  may  be  at  once  considered  as  a  substance,  and  as  an 
attribute,  quality,  or  mode.  This  paper  is  a  substance  in  relation  to 
the  attribute  of  white ;  but  it  is  itself  a  mode  in  relation  to  the  sub- 
stance, matter.  Substance  is  thus  a  term  for  the  substratum  we  are 
obliged  to  think  to  all  that  we  variously  denominate  a  mode,  a  state, 
a  Quality i  an  attribute,  a  property,  an  accident,,  &  phenomenon,  an  ap- 
pearance,  otc  These,  though  expressions  generically  the  same,  are, 
however,  used  with  specific  distinctions.  The  terms  modey  state, 
quality,  attribute,  property,  accident,  are  employed  in  reference  to  a 
substance,  as  existing ;  the  terms  phenomenon,  appearance,  etc  in 
reference  to  it,  as  known.  But  each  of  these  expressions  has  also  its 
peculiar  signification.  A  mode  is  the  manner  of 
the  existence  of  a  thing.  Take,  for  example,  a 
piece  of  wax.  The  wax  may  be  round,  or  square,  or  of  any  other 
definite  figure ;  it  may  also  be  solid,  or  fluid.  Its  existence  in  any 
of  these  modes  is  not  essential;  it  may  change  from  one  to  the 
other  without  any  substantial  alteration.  As  the  mode  cannot  exist 
without  a  substance,  we  can  accord  to  it  only  a  secondary  or  preca- 
rious existence  in  relation  to  the  substance,  to  which  we  accord  the 
privilege  of  existing  by  itself  per  se  existere;  but  though  the  sub- 
stance be  not  astricted  to  any  particular  mode  of  existence,  we 
must  not  suppose  that  it  can  exist,  or,  at  least,  be  conceived  by  us 
to  exist  in  none.  All  modes  are,  therefore,  variable  states;  and 
though  some  mode  is  necessary  for  the  existence  of  a  thing,  any 
individual  mode  is  accidental.    The  word  modi- 

Modification. 

fication  is  properly  the  bringing  a  thing  into  a 
certain  mode  of  existence,  but  it  is  very  commonly  employed  for 
the  mode  of  existence  itself     State  is  a  term 
nearly  synonymous  with  mode,  but  of  a  mean- 
ing more  extensive,  as  not  exclusively  limited  to  the  mutable  and 
contingent. 

Quality  is,  likewise,  a  word  of  a  wider  signification,  for  there  are 
essential  and  accidental  qualities.1  The  essential  qualities  of  a  thing 
are  those  aptitudes,  those  manners  of  existence  and  action,  which 
it  cannot  lose  without  ceasing  to  be.  For  example,  in  man  the 
faculties  of  sense   and   intelligence;  in  body,  the  dimensions  of 

iThe  term  quality  nhonld,  in  rtrictiie*,  be  confined  to  accidental  attributes.     See  the 
Author's  note,  RM#»  Work$  p  *&>-—tij>. 
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length,  breadth,  and  thickness ;  in  God,  the  attributes  of  eternity, 
omniscience,  omnipotence,  etc.     By  accidental 
<?UlUjd   ^-ent1*1      qualities,  are  meant  those  aptitudes  and  manners 
of  existence  and  action,  which  substances  have 
at  one  time  and  not  at  another;  or  which  they  have  always,  but 
may  lose  without  ceasing  to  be.    For  example,  of  the  transitory 
class  are  the  whiteness  of  a  wall,  the  health  which  we  enjoy,  the 
fineness  of  the  weather,  etc.    Of  the  permanent  class  are  the  grav- 
ity of  bodies,  the  periodical  movement  of  the  planets,  etc. 

The  term  attribute  is  a  word  property  convertible  with  quality, 
for  every  quality  is  an  attribute,  and  every  at- 
tribute is  a  quality ;  but,  in  our  language,  cus- 
tom has  introduced  a  certain  distinction  in  their  application.    Attri- 
bute is  considered  as  a  word  of  loftier  significance,  and  is,  there- 
fore, conventionally  limited  to  qualities  of  a  higher  application. 
Thus,  for  example,  it  would  be  felt  as  indecorous  to  speak  of  the 
qualities  of  God,  and  as  ridiculous  to  talk  of  the  attributes  of 
matter. 
Property  is  correctly  a  synonym  for  peculiar  quality;1  but  it  is 
frequently  used  as  coextensive  with  quality  in 

Property*    Accident*  _         A 

general.    Accident,  on  the  contrary,  is  an  ab- 
breviated expression  for  accidental  or  contingent  quality. 

Phenomenon  is  the  Greek  word  for  that  which  appears,  and  may 

therefore  be  translated  by  appearance.    There 
Phenomenon*  _  -»•    • 

is,  however,  a  distinction  to  be  noticed.    In  the 

first  place,  the  employment  of  the  Greek  term  shows  that  it  is  used 
in  a  strict  and  philosophical  application.  In  the  second  place,  the 
English  name  is  associated  with  a  certain  secondary  or  implied 
meaning,  which,  in  some  degree,  renders  it  inappropriate  as  a  pre- 
cise and  definite  expression.  For  the  term  appearance  is  used  to 
denote  not  only  that  which  reveals  itself  to  our  observation,  as 
existent,  but  also  to  signify  that  which  only  seems  to  be,  in  contrast 
to  that  which  truly  is.  There  is  thus  not  merely  a  certain  vague- 
ness in  the  word,  but  it  even  involves  a  kind  of  contradiction  to 
the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  when  employed  for  phcenomenon.  In 
consequence  of  this,  the  term  phenomenon  has  been  naturalized  in 
our  language,  as  a  philosophical  substitute  for  the  term  appearance. 

1  In  the  older  and  Aristotelian  sense  of  the  the  later  Logicians,  the  term  property  was  lest 

term.    See  Topic*.  L  6:    "IcW  V  ierhr  h  ^  correctly  need  to  denote  a  necessary  quality, 

hj\o?  fthf  to  rt  fa  eft**)  M<W  **  0»*Vx««  whether  peculiar  or  not—  ED. 
col  oWucariryopc«Tai  rod  vp&y/ueros.     By 


LECTURE    IX. 

EXPLICATION   OF   TERMS  —  RELATIVITY   OF   HUMAN 
KNOWLEDGE. 

After  giving  a  definition  of  Psychology,  or  the  Philosophy  of 
Mind,  in  which  I  endeavored  to  comprise  a 
variety  of  expressions,  the  explanation  of  which 
might  smooth  the  way  in  our  subsequent  progress,  I  was  engaged, 
during  my  last  Lecture,  in  illustrating  the  principle,  that  all  our 
knowledge  of  mind  and  matter  is  merely  relative.  We  know,  and 
can  know,  nothing  absolutely  and  in  itself:  all  that  we  know  is 
existence  in  certain  special  forms  or  modes,  and  these,  likewise, 
only  in  so  far  as  they  may  be  analogous  to  our  faculties.  We  may 
suppose  existence  to  have  a  thousand  modes ;  —  but  these  thousand 
modes  are  all  to  us  as  zero,  unless  we  possess  faculties  accommo- 
dated to  their  apprehension.  But  were  the  number  of  our  facul- 
ties coextensive  with  the  modes  of  being,  —  had  we,  for  each 
of  these  thousand  modes,  a  separate  organ  competent  to  make  it 
known  to  us,  —  still  would  our  whole  knowledge  be,  as  it  is  at 
present,  only  of  the  relative.  Of  existence,  absolutely  and  in  itself 
we  should  then  be  as  ignorant  as  we  are  now.  We  should  still 
apprehend  existence  only  in  certain  special  modes,  —  only  in  cer- 
tain relations  to  our  faculties  of  knowledge. 

These  relative  modes,  whether  belonging  to  the  world  without 
or  to  the  world  within,  are,  under  different  points  of  view  and  dif- 
ferent limitations,  known  under  various  names,  as  qualities,  proper* 
ties,  essence,  accidents,  pkcmomena,  manifestations,  appearances, 
and  so  forth ;  —  whereas  the  unknown  something  of  which  they 
are  the  modes,  —  the  unknown  ground,  which  affords  them  support* 
is  usually  termed  their  substance  or  subject.  Of  the  signification 
and  differences  of  these  expressions,  I  stated  only  what  was  neces- 
sary in  order  to  afford  a  general  notion  of  their  philosophical  appli- 
cation. Substance,  (substantia,)  I  noticed,  is  considered  either  in 
contrast  to  its  accidents,  as  res  per  se  subsistens,  or  in  connection 
with  them,  as  id  quod  substat  accidentibus.    It,  therefore,  compre- 
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bends  both  the  Greek  terms  o&r&t  and  faottcJ/Miw,— ofafa  being 
equivalent  to  substantia  in  the  meaning  of  ens  per  se  subsistens;— 
xnroK€LfX€vay  to  it,  as  id  quod  substat  accidentibus}  The  term  subject 
is  used  only  for  substance  in  its  second  meaning,  and  thus  corres- 
ponds to  vTroxttticvov ;  its  literal  signification  is,  as  its  etymology 
expresses,  that  which  lies,  or  is  placed,  under  the  phenomena.  So 
much  for  the  terms  substance  and  subject,  significant  of  unknown  or 
absolute  existence. 

I  then  said  a  few  words  on  the  differences  of  the  various  terms 
expressive  of  known  or  relative  existence,  mode,  modification,  state, 
quality,  attribute,  property,  phamomenon,  appearance;  but  what  I 
stated  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  recapitulate. 

I  at  present  avoid  entering  into  the  metaphysics  of  substance 
and  phenomenon.    I  shall  only  observe  in  gen- 

Fhiiosophen  hare  ej.^  xh&t  philosophers  have  frequently  fallen  into 
Alien  into  thne  <uf-  otker  Q^  t^        different  errors.    Some 

ferent  errors  regard- 
ing Substance.  have  denied  the  reality  of  any  unknown  ground 

of  the  known  phenomena;  and  have  maintained 
that  mind  and  matter  have  no  substantial  existence,  but  are  merely 
the  two  complements  of  two  series  of  associated  qualities.  This 
doctrine  is,  however,  altogether  futile.  It  belies  the  veracity  of 
our  primary  beliefs;  it  leaves  unsatisfied  the  strongest  necessities 
of  our  intellectual  nature ;  it  admits  as  a  fact  that  the  phenomena 
are  connected,  but  allows  no  cause  explanatory  of  the  fact  of  their 
connection.  Others,  again,  have  fallen  into  an  opposite  error. 
They  have  attempted  to  speculate  concerning  the  nature  of  the 
unknown  grounds  of  the  phenomena  of  mind  and  matter*  apart 
from  the  phenomena,  and  have,  accordingly,  transcended  the  legiti- 
mate sphere  of  philosophy.  A  third  party  have  taken  some  one, 
or  more,  of  the  phenomena  themselves  as  the  basis  or  substratum 
of  the  others.  Thus  Descartes,  at  least  as  understood  and  followed 
by  Mallebranche  and  others  of  his  disciples,  made  thought  or  con- 
sciousness convertible  with  the  substance  of  mind;1  and  Bishops 
Brown  and  Law,  with  Dr.  Watts,  constituted  solidity  and  extension 


1  'TrdVwi* ,  here  noted,  by  way  of  murff  nMoat  id  qmd  rwro  est,  etiamsl  est  eommu- 

lation,  as  of  theological  application.    [On  this  nicatum.    tT*6<rrcuTtt  autem  sen  Pirsona  est 

point  see  Helanchthon,  Erot.  Dial.  (Strigelii)  subsistens,  vivum,  individuum,   intelligent, 

p.  145,  et  seq.    "  In  pbilosoplria,  generaliter  ineommunlcabile,  non  sustentatnm  in  alio.1* 

nomine  Essentia  utimur  pro  n  per  sese  cons*-  Compare  the  relative  annotation  by  Strigel- 

derata,  tbre  rft  in  pnedicainento  substantia!,  *™i  **d  Hacker,  Claws  PkO.  Arist.  p.  801.— 

sire  sit  accldens.     At  vwicrturis  significant  Ed.] 

rtm  svbtlsunum,  qua  opponitur  aocidentibus.  *  Prindjria,  pars  1.  $  96,61-68.  On  this  point 

Ecolesia  vero  cum  quodam  discrimino  his  to-  see  Stewart,  Work*,  yol.  II.  p.  473,  note  ▲. 

oabulis  utitur.    Nam  vocabulum  Essentia  sig-  —Ed. 


IffiCT.  IX  METAPHYSICS.  100 

into  the  substance  of  body*    This  theory  is,  however,  liable  to  all 
the  objections  which  may  be  alleged  against  the  first.1 
I  defined  Psychology,  the  science  conversant  about  the  phe- 
nomena of  the  mind,  or  conscious-subject,  or  self, 

tanf?*11  Ai n  d  ?*  or  e&0'  T^xe  former  pwte  of  the  definition  have 
been  explained ;  the  terms  mind,  conscious-sub- 
ject, sel/y  and  ego,  come  now  to  be  considered.  These  are  all  only 
expressions  for  the  unknown  basis  of  the  mental  phenomena, 
viewed,  however,  in  different  relations. 
Of  these  the  word  mind  is  the  first.  In  regard  to  the  etymology 
of  this  term,2  it  is  obscure  and  doubtful ;  per- 
haps, indeed,  none  of  the  attempts  to  trace  it 
to  its  origin  are  successful  It  seems  to  hold  an  analogy  with  the 
Latin  mens,  and  both  are  probably  derived  from  the  same  common 
root  This  root,  which  is  lost  in  the  European  languages  of  Scytho- 
Indian  origin,  is  probably  preserved  in  the  Sanscrit  menu,  to  know 
or  understand.  The  Greek  voSe,  intelligence,  is,  in  like  manner, 
derived  from  a  verb  of  precisely  the  same  meaning  (wcq>).  The 
word  mind  is  of  a  more  limited  signification  than  the  term  souL 
In  the  Greek  philosophy,  the  term  ^vp^,  soul,  comprehends,  besides 
the  sensitive  and  rational  principle  in  man,  the  principle  of  organic 
life,  both  in  the  animal  and  vegetable  kingdoms ;  and,  in  Christian 
theology,  it  is  likewise  used,  in  contrast  to  wrtfyta  or  spirit,  in  a 
vaguer  and  more  extensive  signification. 

Since  Descartes  limited  psychology  to  the  domain  of  conscious- 
ness, the  term  mind  has  been  rigidly  employed  for  the  self-knowing 
principle  alone.  Mind,  therefore,  is  to  be  understood  as  the  subject 
of  the  various  internal  phenomena  of  which  we  are  conscious,  or 
that  subject  of  which  consciousness  is  the  general  phenomenon. 
Consciousness  is,  in  fact,  to  the  mind  what  extension  is  to  matter 
or  body.  Though  both  are  phenomena,  yet  both  are  essential 
qualities;  for  we  can  neither  conceive  mind  without  consciousness, 
nor  body  without  extension.    Mind  can  be  de* 

<Jytoadp^Ldeflned  fined  only  a  Posteriori,— th9.t  is,  only  from  its 
manifestations.  What  it  is  in  itself  that  is, 
apart  from  its  manifestations,  —  we,  philosophically,  know  nothing, 
and,  accordingly,  what  we  mean  by  mind  is  simply  that  which  per- 
ceives, thinks,  feels,  wills,  desires,  etc.  Mind,  with  us,  is  thus 
nearly  coextensive  with  the  Rational  and  Animal  souls  of  Aris- 
totle ;  for  the  faculty  of  voluntary  motion,  which  is  a  function  of 

l  Encyclop&dia  Bntannica,  art.  Mttapki/sits,         10n  etymology  of  mindy  etc.—  iMSchefd- 
pp.  616, 046,  (7th  ed. )  [Cf.  Descartes,  Prindpia     ler's  Psychologies  p.  825. 
pan  1 1  68,  pan  U.  *  4. — Ed.] 


110  METAPHYSICS.  Lect.  EX. 

the  animal  soul  in  the  Peripatetic  doctrine,  ought  not,  as  is  gen- 
erally done,  to  be  excluded  from  the  phenomena  of  consciouness 
and  mind. 

The  definition  of  mind  from  its  qualities  is  given  by  Aristotle ; 
it  forms  the  second  definition  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Soul?  and  after 
him,  it  is  the  one  generally  adopted  by  philosophers,  and,  among 
others,  by  Dr.  Reid.s  That  Reid,  therefore,  should  have  been 
praised  for  having  thus  defined  the  mind,  shows  only  the  ignorance 
of  his  encomiasts.    He  has  no  peculiar  merit  in  this  respect  at  all. 

The  next  term  to  be  considered  is  conscious  subject.  And  first, 
what  is  it  to  be  conscious?    Without  anticipate 

Conscious-Subject  ..  .  _ 

ing  the  discussion  relative  to  consciousness,  as 
the  fundamental  function  of  intelligence,  I  may,  at  present,  simply 
indicate  to  you  what  an  act  of  consciousness  denotes.  This  act  is 
of  the  most  elementary  character;  it  is  the  condition  of  all  knowl- 
edge; I  cannot,  therefore,  define  it  to  you;  but,  as  you  are  all 
familiar  with  the  thing,  it  is  easy  to  enable  you  to  connect  the 
thing  with  the  word.  I  know,  —  I  desire,  —  I  feel.  What  is  it 
that  is  common  to  all  these?  Knowing  and  desiring  and  feeling 
are  not  the  same,  and  may  be  distinguished.  But  they  all  agree 
in  one  fundamental  condition.  Can  I  know,  without  knowing  that 
I  know?  Can  I  desire,  without  knowing  that  I  desire?  Can  I 
feel,  without  knowing  that  I  feel?  This  is  impossible.  Now  this 
knowing  that  I  know  or  desire  or  feel,  —  this  common  condition  of 
self-knowledge,  is  precisely  what  is  denominated  Consciousness.8 

So  much  at  present  for  the  adjective  of  conscious— now  for  the 
substantive,  sulyect, — conscious-suiyect.  Though  consciousness  be 
the  condition  of  all  internal  phenomena,  still  it  is  itself  only  a 
phenomenon;  and,  therefore,  supposes  a  subject  in  which  it  in- 
heres;— that  is,  supposes  something  that  is  conscious,  —  something 
that  manifests  itself  as  conscious.  And,  since  consciousness  com- 
prises within  its  sphere  the  whole  phenomena  of  mind,  the  ex- 
pression conscious-subject  is  a  briefj  but  comprehensive,  definition 
of  mind  itself. 

I  have  already  informed  you  of  the  general  meaning  of  the  word 
subject  in  its  philosophical  application, —  viz.  the  unknown  basis 

1  De  Anima,  ii.  2.     *H  ^X^  ^  rovro  $  tcuj,    koI  ras  tivydpets  arb  rotrwv  hri- 

£»/Mr  koI   dhr&av4fu&a    *oi    Stavoo6n&a  roovpmr.    In  lib.  ii.  D*  Jjumo,  p.  76,  (Aid. 

wp4rms.    Cfc  Themistius.    El  8c  x^  **?«"  Pol.)— Ed. 

rl  tKOffrov  tovtwv,  oTov  rl  rb  vorrruebv.  ^  2  badUztwd  Powers,  Essay  i.  o.  2;  Work»%  p. 

rl  rb  ab&iiTacbv,  *p6rtpov  cWk«tWok,  rl  229.    "  By  the  mind  of  a  man,  we  understand 

rb  votar,  teal  rl  rb  ahrh&nr&ai'  vptripat  thai  in  him  which  thinks,  rememben,  reasons, 

yap  *al  aa4>4<rr*pai  rpbs  Vs*  raw  fttwdVf  «*  wills."  —  Ed. 

•bri  al  ivtpycuu*  wpocrrvyxkw  yopo*-  *  Compare  Dueu$*ionsy  p.  47.  —  Ed. 
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of  phenomenal  or  manifested  existence.  It  is  thus,  in  its  applica- 
tion, common  equally  to  the  external  and  to  the  internal  worlds. 
But  the  philosophers  of  mind  have,  in  a  manner,  usurped  and 
appropriated  this  expression  to  themselves.  Accordingly,  in  their 
hands,  the  phrases  conscious  or  thinking  subject,  and  subject  simply, 
mean  precisely  the  same  thing;  and  custom  has  prevailed  so  far, 
that,  in  psychological  discussions,  the  subject  is  a  term  now  cur- 
rently employed,  throughout  Europe,  for  the  mind  or  thinking 
principle.1 

The  question  here  occurs,  what  is  the  reason  of  this  employment? 

If  mind  and  subject  are  only  convertible  terms, 
Subtest  Th<toLirm      wkv  multiply  synonyms?     Why  exchange  a 

precise  and  proximate  expression  for  a  vague 
and  abstract  generality  ?  The  question  is  pertinent,  and  merits  a 
reply;  for  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  word  is  necessary,  its 
introduction  cannot  possibly  be  vindicated.  Now,  the  utility  of 
this  expression  is  founded  on  two  circumstances.  The  first,  that 
it  affords  an  adjective ;  the  second,  that  the  terms  subject  and  sub- 
jective have  opposing  relatives  in  the  terms  object  and  objective,  so 
that  the  two  pairs  of  words  together,  enable  us  to  designate  the 
primary  and  most  important  analysis  and  antithesis  of  philosophy, 
in  a  more  precise  and  emphatic  manner  than  can  be  done  by  any 
other  technical  expressions.  This  will  require  some  illustration. 
Subject)  we  have  seen,  is  a  term  for  that  in  which  the  phenomena 

revealed  to  our  observation,  inhere ;  —  what  the 
7*^JH uye^      schoolmen  have  designated  the  materia  in  qua. 

and   Objective;  their  .     ,  °  * 

origin  and  meaning.  Limited  to  the  mental  phenomena,  subject 
therefore,  denotes  the  mind  itself;  and  sub- 
jective, that  which  belongs  to,  or  proceeds  from,  the  thinking  sub- 
ject Object,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  term  for  that  about  which 
the  knowing  subject  is  conversant,  what  the  schoolmen  have  styled 
the  materia  circa  quam;  while  objective  means  that  which  belongs 
to,  or  proceeds  from,  the  object  known,  and  not  from  the  subject 
knowing ;  and  thus  denotes  what  is  real  in  opposition  to  what  is 
ideal, — what  exists  in  nature,  in  contrast  to  what  exists  merely  in 
the  thought  of  the  individual. 

Now,  the  great  problem  of  philosophy  is  to  analyze  the  contents 
of  our  acts  of  knowledge,  or  cognitions,  —  to  distinguish  what 
elements  are  contributed  by  the  knowing  subject,  what  elements 
by  the  object  known.  There  must,  therefore,  be  terms  adequate 
to  designate  these  correlative  opposites,  and  to  discriminate  the 

lSet  the  Author's  note,  ReiePs  Workty  p.  806.  —  Ed. 


112  METAPHYSICS.  LxcT.  IX 

share  which  each  has  in  the  total  act  of  cognition.  But,  if  we  re- 
ject the  terms  subject  and  subjective,  —  object  and  objective,  there 
are  no  others  competent  to  the  purpose. 
At  this  stage  of  your  progress,  Gentlemen,  it  is  not  easy  to 
make  you  aware  of  the  paramount  necessity  of 
Erron  trfefog  from  guch  a  distinction,  and  of  such  terms,  — or  to 
want  of  the  terms  Sub- 
ject and  object  show  you  how,  from  the  want  of  words  ex- 
pressive of  this  primary  antithesis,  the  mental 
philosophy  of  this  country  has  been  checked  in  its  development, 
and  involved  in  the  utmost  perplexity  and  misconception.  It  is 
sufficient  to  remark  at  present,  that  to  this  defect  in  the  language 
of  his  psychological  analysis,  is,  in  a  great  measure,  to  be  attributed 
the  confusion,  not  to  say  the  errors  of  Reid,  in  the  very  cardinal 
point  of  his  philosophy,  —  a  confusion  so  great  that  the  whole 
tendency  of  his  doctrine  was  misconceived  by  Brown,  who,  in 
adopting  a  modification  of  the  hypothesis  of  a  representative  per- 
ception, seems  not  even  to  have  suspected,  that  he,  and  Reid,  and 
modern  philosophers  in  general,  were  not  in  this  at  one.1  The 
terms  subjective  and  objective  denote  the  primary  distinction  in 
consciousness  of  self  and  not-self,  and  this  distinction  involves  the 
whole  science  of  mind;  for  this  science  is  nothing  more  than  a 
determination  of  the  subjective  and  objective,  in  themselves  and 
in  their  mutual  relations.  The  distinction  is  of  paramount  im- 
portance, and  of  infinite  application,  not  only  in  Philosophy  proper, 
but  in  Grammar,  Rhetoric,  Criticism,  Ethics,  Politics,  Jurisprudence, 
Theology.  I  will  give  you  an  example,  —  a  philological  example. 
Suppose  a  lexicographer  had  to  distinguish  the  two  meanings  of 
the  word  certainty.  Certainty  expresses  either  the  firm  conviction 
which  we  have  of  the  truth  of  a  thing ;  or  the  character  of  the 
proof  on  which  its  reality  rests.  The  former  is  the  subjective  mean- 
ing; the  latter  the  effective.  By  what  other  terms  can  they  be 
distinguished  and  described? 

The  distinction  of  subject  and  object,  as  marking  out  the  funda- 
mental and  most  thorough-going  antithesis  in 
subje* l^robfrT*  philosophy,  we  owe,  among  many  other  impor- 
tant benefits,  to  the  schoolmen,  and  from  the 
schoolmen  the  terms  passed,  both  in  their  substantive  and  adjective 
forms,  into  the  scientific  language  of  modern  philosophers.  De- 
prived of  these  terms,  the  Critical  Philosophy,  indeed  the  whole  phi* 
losophy  of  Germany  and  France,  would  be  a  blank.  In  this  country, 
though  familiarly  employed  in  scientific  language,  even  subsequently 

1  See  on  this  question  the  Author's  Ducms-     sertatiotu  to  Ha<T$  Work*,  notes  B  and  C.  — 
Mm,  p.  46,  €t  $*q.>  and  hit  SuppUnuntary  Da-      £©. 
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to  the  time  of  Locke,  the  adjective  forms  seem  at  length  to  nave 
dropt  out  of  the  English  tongue.  That  these  words  waxed  obso- 
lete, was,  perhaps,  caused  by  the  ambiguity  which  had  gradually 
crept  into  the  signification  of  the  substantives.  Object,  besides  its 
proper  signification,  came  to  be  abusively  applied  to  denote  motive, 
tna\  final  cause,  (a  meaning,  by  the  way,  not  recognized  by  John- 
son.) This  innovation  was  probably  borrowed  from  the  French,  in 
Whose  language  the  word  had  been  similarly  corrupted,  after  the 
commencement  of  the  last  century.  Suhject.in  English,  as  sujet  in 
French,  had  not  been  rightly  distinguished  from  object,  taken  in  its 
proper  meaning,  and  had  thus  returned  to  the  original  ambiguity  of 
the  corresponding  term  (inroMLficvov)  in  Greek.  It  is  probable  that 
the  logical  application  of  the  word,  (subject  of  predication),  facili* 
tated,  or  occasioned  this  confusion.  In  using  the  terms,  therefore, 
we  think  that  an  explanation,  but  no  apology,  is  required.  The  dis- 
tinction is  expressed  by  no  other  terms ;  and  if  these  did  not  already 
enjoy  a  prescriptive  right  as  denizens  of  the  language,  it  cannot  be 
denied,  that,  as  strictly  analogical,  they  are  well  entitled  to  sue  out 
their  naturalization.  We  shall  have  frequent  occasion  to  recur  to 
this  distinction,  —  and  it  is  eminently  worthy  of  your  attention. 

The  last  parallel  expressions  are  the  terms  self  and  ego.  These 
we  shall  take  together,  as  they  are  absolutely 
tedfromPiato  "***  convertible.  As  the  best  preparative  for  a  prop- 
er understanding  of  these  terms,  I  shall  trans- 
late  to  you  a  passage  from  the  First  Aldbiades  of  Plato. 1  The  in- 
terlocutors are   Socrates  and  Alcibiades. 

M  Boer.  Hold,  now,  with  whom  do  you  at  present  converse  ?  Is 
it  not  with  me  ? — Alcib.    Yes. 

Socr.  And  I  also  with  you  ?  —  Alcib.    Yes. 

Boer.    It  is  Socrates  then  who  speaks  ?  —  Alcib.    Assuredly. 

Socr*    And  Aleibiades  who  listens  ?  —  Alcib.    Yes. 

Socr.  Is  it  not  with  language  that  Socrates  speaks?  —  Alcib. 
What  now  ?  of  course. 

Socr.  To  converse,  and  to  use  language,  are  not  these  then  the 
same?  —  Alcib.    The  very  same. 

Socr.  But  he  who  uses  a  thing,  and  the  thing  used,  —  are  these 
not  different  ? — Alcib.    What  do  you  mean  ? 

Socr.  A  currier,  —  does  he  not  use  a  cutting  knife,  and  other  in- 
struments?—  Alcib.    Yes. 


IP  120.  The  genuineness,  however,  of  tfclfi  tnmrtatlon);  Sehlefermaelier's  b*rwtueti<m, 
Dialogue  k  questionable  See  Sitter,  Hi*,  translated  by  Dobfton,  p.  828;  Brandts,  Gesck. 
♦/  Ancient  Philosophy,  vol.  ii.  p.  164,  (English      Ar  Or.  Ami.  FMUxopkie,  vol.  if.  p.  ISO. — E». 
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Socr.  And  the  man  who  uses  the  catting  knife,  is  he  different 
from  the  instrument  he  uses  ?  —  AIM.    Most  certainly. 

Socr.  In  like  manner,  the  lyrist,  is  he  not  different  from  the  lyre 
he  plays  on  ?  —  Alcib.    Undoubtedly. 

Socr.  This,  then,  was  what  I  asked  yon  just  now,  — does  not  he 
who  uses  a  thing  seem  to  yon  always  different  from  the  thing  used  ? 
—  Alcib.    Very  different. 

Socr.  Bnt  the  carrier,  does  he  cut  with  his  instruments  alone,  or 
also  with  his  hands  ?  —  Alcib.    Also  with  his  hands. 

Socr.    He  then  uses  his  hands  ?  —  Alcib.    Yes. 

Socr.    And  in  his  work  he  uses  also  his  eyes  ?  — Alcib.    Yes. 

Socr.  Yte  are  agreed,  then,  that  he  who  uses  a  thing,  and  the 
thing  used,  are  different  ?  —  Alcib.    We  are. 

Socr.  The  currier  and  lyrist  are,  therefore,  different  from  the 
hands  and  the  eyes,  with  which  they  work  ?  —  Alcib.    So  it  seems. 

Socr.  Now,  then,  does  not  a  man  use  his  whole  body  ? — Alcib. 
Unquestionably. 

Socr.  But  we  are  agreed  that  he  who  uses,  and  that  which  is 
used,  are  different?  — Alcib.    Yes. 

Socr.  A  man  is,  therefore,  different  from  his  body? — Alcib. 
So  I  think. 

Socr.    What  then  is  the  man  ?  —  Alcib.    I  cannot  say. 

Socr.  You  can  at  least  say  that  the  man  is  that  which  uses  the 
body?  —  Alcib.    True. 

Socr.  Now,  does  anything  use  the  body  but  the  mind  ? — Alcib. 
Nothing. 

Socr.  The  mind  is,  therefore,  the  man? — Alcib.  The  mind 
alone." 

To  the  same  effect,  Aristotle  asserts  that  the  mind  contains  the 
man,  not  the  man  the  mind. 1  "  Thou  art  the  soul,"  says  Hierocles, 
*  but  the  body  is  thine."  *  So  Cicero  —  u  Mens  cujusque  is  est  quia* 
que,  non  ea  figura  qu®  digito  demonstrari  potest ; "  *  and  Macrobius 
— "Ergo  qui  videtur,  non  ipse  verus  homo  est,  sed  verus  ille  est,  a 
quo  regitur  quod  videtur." 4 

^^  No  one  has,  however,  more  beautifully  ex- 

pressed this  truth  than  Arbuthnot.* 

"  What  am  I,  whence  produced,  and  for  what  end? 
Whence  drew  1  being,  to  what  period  tend? 

I  That  the  mind  k  tk$  man,  is  maintained       »  Smmimm  BnpUmit,  f  8.— ED. 
by  Aristotle  In  several  places.    Cf.  B4.  Me.        4MacroMus,  A  Sommimn  Sbpfen*,  lib.  H. 
ix.  8;  x.  7;  but  these  do  not  contain  the  ex-    0. 12.  __  Ed. 

^r^Ate^'cM*.**        •■—  *lir     8-  Dod*,'.  CM*** 
y*fi**1nndrTh#<r&pa<r4,.-to>.  TOl.iplS0.-BD. 
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Am  I  th'  alMmdon'd  orphan  of  blind  chance, 
Dropp'd  by  wild  atoms  in  disordered  dance? 
Or,  from  an  endleet  chain  of  causes  wrought, 
And  of  unthinking  substance,  born  with  thought 
Am  I  but  what  I  seem,  mere  flesh  and  blood, 
A  branching  channel  with  a  mazy  flood? 
The  purple  stream  that  through  my  vessels  glides, 
Dull  and  unconscious  flows,  like  common  tides, 
The  pipes,  through  which  the  circling  juices  stray. 
Are  not  that  thinking  I,  no  more  than  they : 
This  frame,  compacted  with  transcendent  skill, 
Of  moving  joints,  obedient  to  my  will; 
Nursed  from  the  fruitful  glebe,  like  yonder  tree. 
Waxes  and  wastes,  —  I  call  it  mine,  not  me. 
New  matter  still  the  mould'rmg  masB  sustains ; 
The  mansion  changed,  the  tenant  still  remains; 
And,  from  the  fleeting  stream,  repairM  by  food, 
Distinct,  as  is  the  swimmer  from  the  flood." 

Bat  let  us  come  to  a  closer  determination  of  the  point ;  let  us  ap- 
peal to  our  experience.    u  I  turn  my  attention 
The  self  or  Ego  in      on  my  being,  and  find  that  I  have  organs,  and 

relation  to  bodily  or-  J  °  & 

gins,  and  thoughts.  *°at  *  nave  thoughts.  My  body  is  the  comple- 
ment of  my  organs ;  am  I  then  my  body,  or  any 
part  of  my  body?  This  I  cannot  be.  The  matter  of  my  body,  in 
all  its  points,  is  in  a  perpetual  flux,  in  a  perpetual  process  of  renewal 
I> — J  do  not  pass  away,  I  am  not  renewed.  None  probably  of  the 
molecules  which  constituted  my  organs  some  years  ago,  form  any 
part  of  the  material  system  which  I  now  call  mine.  It  has  been 
made  up  anew ;  but  I  am  still  what  I  was  of  old.  These  organs 
may  be  mutilated ;  one,  two,  or  any  number  of  them  may  be  re- 
moved ;  but  not  the  less  do  I  continue  to  be  what  I  was,  one  and 
entire.  It  is  even  not  impossible  to  conceive  me  existing,  deprived 
of  every  organ,  —  I  therefore,  who  have  these  organs,  or  this  body, 
I  am  neither  an  organ  nor  a  body. 

44  Neither  am  I  identical  with  my  thoughts,  for  they  are  manifold 
and  various.  I,  on  the  contrary,  am  one  and  the  same.  Each  mo- 
ment they  change  and  succeed  each  other ;  this  change  and  succes- 
sion takes  place  in  me,  but  I  neither  change  nor  succeed  myself  in 
myself.  Each  moment,  I  am  aware  or  am  conscious  of  the  exist- 
ence and  change  of  my  thoughts :  this  change  is  sometimes  deter- 
mined by  me,  sometimes  by  something  different  from  me ;  but  I  al- 
ways can  distinguish  myself  from  them :  I  am  a  permanent  being, 
an  enduring  subject,  of  whose  existence  these  thoughts  are  only  so 
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many  modes,  appearances,  or  phenomena;— I  who  possess  organs 
and  thoughts  am,  therefore,  neither  these  organs  nor  these  thoughts. 

"I  can  conceive  myself  to  exist  apart  from  every  organ.  But  if 
I  try  to  conceive  myself  existent  without  a  thought, — without 
some  form  of  consciousness, — I  am  unable.  This  or  that  thought 
may  not  be  perhaps  necessary ;  but  of  some  thought  it  is  necessary 
that  I  should  be  conscious,  otherwise  I  can  no  longer  conceive  my- 
self to  be.  A  suspension  of  thought  is  thus  a  suspension  of  my 
intellectual  existence;  I  am,  therefore,  essentially  a.  thinking, — a 
conscious  being ;  and  my  true  character  is  that  of  an  intelligence,  — 
an  intelligence  served  by  organs."1 

But  this  thought,  this  consciousness,  is  possible  only  in,  and 
through,  the  consciousness  of  Self  The  Sel£  the  I,  is  recognised  in 
every  act  of  intelligence,  as  the  subject  to  which  that  act  belongs. 
It  is  I  that  perceive,  I  that  imagine,  I  that  remember,  I  that  attend, 
I  that  compare,  I  that  feel,  I  that  desire,  I  that  will,  I  that  am  con- 
scious. The  I,  indeed,  is  only  manifested  in  one  or  other  of  these 
special  modes;  but  it  is  manifested  in  them  all;  they  are  all  only 
the  phenomena  of  the  I,  and,  therefore,  the  science  conversant 
about  the  phenomena  of  mind  is,  most  simply  and  unambiguously, 
said  to  be  conversant  about  the  phenomena  of  the  J  or  Ego. 

This  expression,  as  that  which,  in  many  relations,  best  marks  and 
discriminates  the  conscious  mind,  has  now  became  familiar  in  every 
country,  with  the  exception  of  our  own*  Why  it  has  not  been  nat- 
uralized with  us  is  not  unapparent.  The  French  have  two  words 
for  t^e  Ego  or  I «•—  Jt  and  Mai.  The  former  of  these  is  less  appro** 
priate  as  an  abstract  term,  being  in  sound  ambiguous;  but  le  moi 
admirably  expresses  what  the  Germans  denote,  but  less  felicitously, 
by  their  Dos  Icfu  In  English,  the  J  could  not  be  tolerated  5  be- 
cause, in  sound,  it  would  not  be  distinguished  from  the  word  sign** 
ficant  of  the  organ  of  sight.  Wo  must,  therefore,  either  renounce 
the  term,  or  resort  to  the  Latin  Ego  ;  and  this  is  perhaps  no  disad- 
vantage, for,  as  the  word  is  only  employed  in  a  strictly  philosophical 
relation,  it  is  better  that  this  should  be  distinctly  marked,  by  its, 
being  used  in  that  relation  alone.  The  term  Sdf  is  more  allow- 
able ;  yet  still  the  expressions  Ego  and  Non-Ego  are  felt  to  be  kse 
awkward  than  those  of  Seff  and  Not-Self. 

So  much  in  explanation  of  the  terms  involved  in  the  definition 
which  X  gave  you  of  Psychology* 

1  Gatfen-Arnoult,  [Doct,  flkfl.,  p.  34-88.— Ed.) 


LECTURE   X. 

i 

EXPLICATION    OF    TERMS. 

I  now  proceed,  as  I  proposed,  to  the  consideration  of  a  few 
other  words  of  frequent  occurrence  in  philosophy,  and  which  it^ 
is  expedient  to  explain  at  once,  before  entering  upon  discussion* 
in  which  they  will  continually  recur.  I  take  them  up  without 
order,  except  in  so  far  as  they  may  be  grouped  together  by  their 
meaning;  and  the  first  I  shall  consider,  are  the  terms  hypothesis 
and  theory. 

When  a  phenomenon  is  presented  to  us  which  can  be  explained 
by  no  cause  within  the  sphere  of  our  experi- 
•  ence,  we  feel  dissatisfied  and  uneasy.    A  desire 

arises  to  escape  from  this  unpleasing  state;  and  the  consequence 
of  this  desire  is  an  effort  of  the  mind  to  recall  the  outstanding 
phenomenon  to  unity,  by  assigning  it,  ad  interim,  to  some  cause 
or  class,  to  which  we  imagine  that  it  may  possibly  belong,  until  we 
shall  be  able  to  refer  it,  permanently,  to  that  cause,  or  class,  to 
which  we  shall  have  proved  it  actually  to  appertain.  The  judg- 
ment by  which  the  phenomenon  is  thus  provisorily  referred,  is 
Called  an  hypothesis, — a  supposition. 

Hypotheses  have  thus  no  other  end  than  to  satisfy  the  desute  of 
the  mind  to  reduce  the  objects  of  its  knowledge  to  unity  and  sys- 
tem; and  they  do  this  in  recalling  them,  ad  interim,  to  some  prin- 
ciple, through  which  the  mind  is  enabled  to  comprehend  them. 
From  this  view  of  their  nature  it  is  manifest  how  for  they  are 
permissible,  and  how  far  they  are  even  useful  and  expedient, — 
throwing  altogether  out  of  account  the  possibility  that  what  Is  at 
first  assumed  as  hypothetical,  may  subsequently  be  proved  true. 

An  hypothesis  is  allowable  only  under  certain  conditions.    Of 
these  the  first  is, — that  the  phenomenon  to 

two  wndMou  or      be  explained  should  bo  ascertained  actually  to 

legitimate  hypothesis.  . 

jto  u^  exist.    It  would,  for  example,  be  absurd  to  pro- 

pose an  hypothesis  to  account  for  the  possibility 
of  apparitions,  until  it  be  proved  that  ghosts  do  actually  appear. 
This  precept,  to  establish  your  fact  before  yott  attempt  to  conject- 
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ore  its  cause,  may,  perhaps,  seem  to  you  too  elementary  to  be 
worth  the  statement.  But  a  longer  experience  will  convince  you 
of  the  contrary.  That  the  enunciation  of  the  rule  is  not  only  not 
superfluous,  but  even  highly  requisite  as  an  admonition,  is  shown 
by  great  and  numerous  examples  of  its  violation  in  the  history  of 
science ;  and,  as  Cullen  has  truly  observed,  there  are  more  false 
facts  current  in  the  world  than  false  hypotheses  to  explain  them. 
There  is,  in  truth,  nothing  which  men  seem  to  admit  so  lightly  as 
an  asserted  fact.  Of  this  I  might  adduce  to  you  a  host  of  mem- 
orable examples.  I  shall  content  myself  with  one  small  but  sig- 
nificant illustration. 

Charles  II.,  soon  after  the  incorporation  of  the  Royal  Society, 
which  was  established  under  his  patronage,  sent  to  request  of  that 
learned  body  an  explanation  of  the  following  phenomenon.  When 
a  live  fish  is  thrown  into  a  basin  of  water,  the  basin,  water,  and  fish 
do  not  weigh  more  than  the  basin  and  water  before  the  fish  is 
thrown  in;  whereas,  when  a  dead  fish  is  employed,  the  weight 
of  the  whole  is  exactly  equal  to  the  added  weights  of  the  basin, 
the  water,  and  the  fish.  Much  learned  discussion  ensued  regarding 
this  curious  feet,  and  several  elaborate  papers,  propounding.various 
hypotheses  in  explanation,  were  read  on  the  occasion.  At  length 
a  member,  who  was  better  versed  in  Aristotle  than  his  associates, 
recollected  that  the  philosopher  had  laid  it  down,  as  a  general  rule 
of  philosophizing,  to  consider  the  an  sit  of  a  fact,  before  proceeding 
to  investigate  the  cur  sit;  and  he  ventured  to  insinuate  to  his  col- 
leagues, that,  though  the  authority  of  the  Stagirite  was  with  them, 
— the  disciples  of  Bacon, — of  small  account,  it  might  possibly  not 
be  altogether  inexpedient  to  follow  his  advice  on  the  present  occa- 
sion ;  seeing  that  it  did  not,  in  fact,  seem  at  variance  with  common 
sense,  and  that  none  of  the  hypotheses  proposed  were  admitted 
to  be  altogether  satisfactory.  After  much  angry  discussion,  some 
members  asserting  the  fact  to  be  in  itself  notorious,  and  others 
declaring  that  to  doubt  of  its  reality  was  an  insult  to  his  majesty, 
and  tantamount  to  a  constructive  act  of  treason,  the  experiment 
was  made, — when  lo!  to  the  confusion  of  the  wise  men  of  Gotham, 
— the  name  by  which  the  Society  was  then  popularly  known,— it 
was  found  that  the  weight  was  identical,  whether  a  dead  or  a  living 
fish  were  used. 

This  is  only  a  past  and  petty  illustration.  It  would  be  easy  to 
adduce  extensive  hypotheses,  very  generally  accredited,  even  at 
the  present  hour,  which  are,  however,  nothing  better  than  assump- 
tions founded  on,  or  explanatory  o£  phenomena  which  do  not 
really  exist  in  nature. 
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'   Tike  second  condition  of  a  permissible  hypothesis  is,  —  that  -the 
phenomenon    cannot   be    explained   otherwise 

The  second.  *  .  i       •         t  1 1     i»  • 

than  by  an  hypothesis.    It  would,  for  example, 
have  been  absurd,  even  before  the  discoveries  of  Franklin,  to 
account  for  the  phenomenon  of  lightning  by  the  hypothesis  of 
supernatural  agency.    These  two  conditions,  of  the  reality  of  the 
phenomenon,  and  the  necessity  of  an  hypothesis  for  its  explana- 
tion, being  fulfilled,  an  hypothesis  is  allowable.1 
But  the  necessity  of  some  hypothesis  being  conceded,  how  are 
we  to  discriminate  between  a  good  and  a  bad, 
Criteria  of  the  ex-      _a  probable  and  an  improbable  hypothesis? 

eeUenoe  of  an  hypoth-  .  /% 

^  The  comparative  excellence  of  an   hypothesis 

requires,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  involve  noth- 
ing contradictory,  either  internally  or  externally, — that  is,  either 
between  the  parts  of  whieh  it  is  composed,  or  between  these  and 
any  established  truths.  Thus,  the  Ptolemaic  hypothesis  of  the 
heavenly  revolutions  became  worthless,  from  the  moment  that  it 
was  contradicted  by  the  ascertained  phenomena  of  the  planets 
Venus  and  Mercury.  Thus  the  Wernerian  hypothesis  in  geology 
is  improbable,  inasmuch  as  it. is  obliged  to  maintain  that  water  was 
originally  able  to  hold  in  solution  substances  which  it  is  now  inca- 
pable of  dissolving.  The  Huttonian  hypothesis,  on  the  contrary, 
is  so  far  preferable,  that  it  assumes  no  effect  to  have  been  produced 
by  any  agent,  which  that  agent  is  not  known  to  be  capable  of  pro- 
duoing.  In  the  second  place,  an  hypothesis  is  probable  in  propor- 
tion as  the  phenomenon  in  question  can  be  by  it  more  completely 
explained.  Thus,  the  Copernican  hypothesis  is  more  probable 
than  the  Tychonic  and  semi-Tychonic,  inasmuch  as  it  enables  us 
to  explain  a  greater  number  of  phenomena.  In  the  third  place, 
an  hypothesis  is  probable,  in  proportion  as  it  is  independent  of  all 
subsidiary  hypotheses.  In  this  respect,  again,  the  Copernican  hy- 
pothesis is  more  probable  than  the  Tychonic.  For,  though  both 
save  all  the  phenomena,  the  Copernican  does  this  by  one  principal 
assumption ;  whereas  the  Tychonic  is  obliged  to  call  in  the  aid  of 
several  subordinate  suppositions,  to  render  the  principal  assumption 
available.    So  much  for  hypothesis. 

I  have  dwelt  longer  on  hypothesis  than  perhaps  was  necessary; 
for  you  must  recollect  that  these  terms  are,  at  present,  considered 
only  in  order  to  enable  you  to  understand  their  signification  when 
casually  employed.  We  shall  probably,  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  Course,  have  occasion  to  treat  of  them  expressly,  and  with 

1  [On  the  conditions  of  legitimate  hypoth-      iea  JBeefira,  Ditt.  Pnelim.  art.  8,  torn.  I.  p. 
eifti  compare  John  Chriatopher  Sturm,  Phy*     28.] 
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the  requisite  details.  I  shall,  therefore,  be  more  concise  in  treating 
of  the  cognate  expression, — tlieory.  This  word  is  employed  by 
English  writers,  in  a  very  loose  said  improper  sense.  It  is  with 
them  usually  convertible  with  hypothesis,  and  hypothesis  is  com- 
monly used  as  another  term  for  conjecture.  Dr.  Reid,  indeed, 
expressly  does  this ;  he  identifies  the  two  words,  and  explains  them 
as  philosophical  conjectures,  as  you  may  see  in  his  First  Essay  on 
the  Intellectual  Powers  (Chapter  III.)1  This  is,  however,  wrong; 
wrong,  in  relation  to  the  original  employment  of  the  terms  by  the 
ancient  philosophers;  and  wrong,  in  relation  to  their  employment 
by  the  philosophers  of  the  modern  nations. 
The  terms  theory  and  t/teoretical  are  properly  used  in  opposition 
_  to  the  terms  practice  and  practical:  in   this 

Theory;  Practice.  _  r  ,     .      i  i        \    ,         , 

sense  they  were  exclusively  employed  by  the 
ancients;  and  in  this  sense  they  are  almost  exclusively  employed 
by  the  continental  philosophers.  Practice  is  the  exercise  of  an 
art,  or  the  application  of  a  science,  in  life,  which  application  is 
itself  an  art,  for  it  is  not  every  one  who  is  able  to  apply  all  he  . 
knows ;  there  being  required,  over  and  above  knowledge,  a  certain 
dexterity  and  skill.  Theory,  on  the  contrary,  is  mere  knowledge 
or  science.  There  in  a  distinction,  but  no  opposition,  between 
theory  and  practice ;  each  to  a  certain  extent  supposes  the  other. 
On  the  one  hand,  theory  is  dependent  on  practice ;  practice  must 
have  preceded  theory;  for  theoiy  being  only  a  generalization  of 
the  principles  on  which  practice  proceeds,  these  must  originally 
have  been  taken  out  o(  or  abstracted  from,  practice.  On  the  other 
hand,  this  is  true  only  to  a  certain  extent ;  for  there  is  no  practice  - 
without  a  theory.  The  man  of  practice  must  have  always  known 
something,  however  little,  of  what  he  did,  of  what  he  intended 
to  do,  and  of  the  means  by  which  his  intention  was  to  be  carried 
into  effect.  He  was,  therefore,  not  wholly  ignorant  of  the  princi- 
ples of  his  procedure ;  he  was  a  limited,  he  was,  in  some  degree, 
an  unconscious,  theorist.  As  he  proceeded,  however,  in  his  prac- 
tice, and  reflected  on  his  performance,  his  theory  acquired  greater 
clearness  and  extension,  so  that  he  became  at  last  distinctly  con- 
scious of  what  he  did,  and  could  give,  to  himself  and  others,  an 
account  of  his  procedure. 

"Per  varies  usus  artera  experientia  fecit, 
Exeraplo  monstrante  viara."  * 

In  this  view,  theory  is,  therefore,  simply  a  knowledge  of  the 
principles  by  which  practice  accomplishes  its  end. 

1  Works,  p.  285 ;  Me  also  p.  97.  —  Ed.  2  [ManUius,  1 62.} 
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-  The  opposition  of  Theoretical  and  Practical  philosophy,  is  some- 
what  different;  for  these  do  not  stand  simply 
^Tne^T>1^^L^^  related  to  each  other  as  theory  and  practice. 
Practical  philosophy  involves  likewise  a  theory, 
t— a  theory,  however,  subordinated  to  the  practical  application  of 
its  principles ;  while  theoretical  philosophy  has  nothing  to  do  with 
practice,  bat  terminates  in  mere  speculative  or  contemplative 
knowledge.1 

The  next  group  of  associated  words  to  which  I  would  call  your 
attention  is  composed  of  the  terms, — power,  faculty,  Capacity,  dis- 
position, habit,  act,  operation,  energy,  function,  etc. 
Of  these  the  first  is  power,  and  the  explanation  of  this,  in  a 

*  manner,  involves  that  of  all  the  others. 
**°™^  Beid's  orffr  j  have^  jn  the  firet  pia^  to  correct  an  error 

icism  of  Looke.  * 

of  Dr.  Reid,  in  relation  to  this  term,  in  his  crit- 
icism of  Locke's  statement  of  its  import. — You  will  observe  that 
I  do  not,  at  present,  enter  on  the  question,  How  do  we  acquire 
the  notion  of  power?  and  I  defend  the  following  passage  of  Locke, 
only  in  regard  to  the  meaning  and  comprehension  of  the  term. 
"The  mind,"  sayB  Locke,  "being  every  day  informed,  by  the  senses, 
of  the  alteration  of  those  simple  ideas  it  observes  in  things  without, 
and  taking  notice  how  one  comes  to  an  end,  and  ceases  to  be,  and 
another  begins  to  exist  which  was  not  before;  reflecting  also  on 
what  passes  within  itself,  and  observing  a  constant  change  of  its 
ideas,  sometimes  by  the  impression  of  outward  objects  on  the 
senses,  and  sometimes  by  the  determination  of  its  own  choice ;  and 
concluding  from  what  it  has  so  constantly  observed  to  have  been, 
that  the  like  changes  will,  for  the  future,  be  made  in  the  same 
things,  by  like  agents,  and  by  the  like  ways;  considers,  in  one 
tiling,  the  possibility  of  having  any  of  its  simple  ideas  changed, 
and,  in  another,  the  possibility  of  making  that  change;  and  so 
comes  by  that  idea  which  we  call  power.  Thus  we  say,  fire  has 
a  power  to  melt  gold,  —  that  is,  to  destroy  the  consistency  of  its 
insensible  parts  and  consequently  its  hardness,  and  make  it  fluid, 
and  gold  has  a  power  to  be  melted :  that  the  sun  has  a  power  to 
blanch  wax,  and  wax  a  power  to  be  blanched  by  the  sun,  whereby 
the  yellowness  is  destroyed,  and  whiteness  made  to  exist  in  its 
room.  In  which,  and  the  like  cases,  the  power,  we  consider,  is 
in  reference  to  the  change  of  perceivable  ideas;  for  we  cannot 
observe  any  alteration  to  be  made  in,  or  operation  upon,  anything, 
bjit  by  the  observable  change  of  its  sensible  ideas;  nor  conceive 

1  See  anttt  p.  80.— Ed. 
16 
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any  alteration  to  be  made,  but  by  conceiving  a  change  of  some  of 
its  ideas.  Power,  thus  considered,  is  twofold — viz.  as  able  to 
make,  or  able  to  receive,  any  change :  the  one  may  be  called  active, 
and  the  other  passive  power"1 

I  have  here  only  to  call  your  attention  to  the  distinction  of 
power  into  two  kinds,  active  and  passive — the 

Actir*  and  Panto  jfonner  meaning,  id  quod  potest  facers,  that 
which  can  effect  or  can  do,  —  die  latter  id  quod 
potest  fieri  that  which  can  be  effected  or  can  be  done.  In  both  cases 
the  general  notion  of  power  is  expressed  by  the  verb  potest  or  can. 
Now,  on  this,  Dr.  Reid  makes  the  following  strictures.8  "On  this 
account  by  Locke,"  he  says,  "  of  the  origin  of  our  idea  of  power,  I 
would  beg  leave  to  make  two  remarks,  with  the  respect  that  is 
most  justly  due  to  so  great  a  philosopher  and  so  good  a  man." 
We  are  at  present  concerned  only  with  the  first  of  these  remarks 
by  Dr.  Reid,  which  is  as  follows,  —  "Whereas  Locke  distinguishes 
power  into  active  and  passive,  I  conceive  passive  power  is  no  power 
at  all.  He  means  by  it,  the  possibility  of  being  changed.  To  call 
this  power,  seems  to  be  a  misapplication  of  the  word.  I  do  not 
remember  to  have  met  with  the  phrase  passive  power  in  any  other 
good  author.  Mr.  Locke  seems  to  have  been  unlucky  in  inventing 
it;  and  it  deserves  not  to  be  retained  in  our  language.  Perhaps 
he  was  unwarily  led  into  it,  as  an  opposite  to  active  power.  But 
I  conceive  we  call  certain  powers  active,  to  distinguish  them  from 
other  powers  that  are  called  speculative.  As  all  mankind  distin- 
guish action  from  speculation,  it  is  very  proper  to  distinguish  the 
powers  by  which  those  different  operations  are  performed,  into 
active  and  speculative.  Mr.  Locke,  indeed,  acknowledges  that 
active  power  is  more  properly  called  power :  but  I  see  no  propriety 
at  all  in  passive  power;  it  is  a  powerless  power,  and  a  contradic- 
tion in  terms." 

These  observations  of  Dr.  Reid  arej  I  am  sorry  to  say,  erroneous 
from  first  to  last.  The  latter  part,  in  which  he  attempts  to  find 
a  reason  for  Locke  being  unwarily  betrayed  into  making  this  dis- 
tinction, is,  supposing  the  distinction  untenable,  and  Locke  its 
author,  wholly  inadequate  to  account  for  his  hallucination:  for, 
surely,  the  powers  by  which  we  speculate  are,  in  their  operations, 
not  more  passive  than  those  that  have  sometimes  been  styled 
active,  but  which  are  properly  denominated  practical.  But  in  the 
censure  itself  on  Locke,  Reid  is  altogether  mistaken.  In  the  first 
place,  so  far  was  Locke  from  being  unlucky  in  inventing  the  dis- 

1  JEMoy,  Book  ii.  eh.  21.  J 1.  —  Ed.      2  AeHvt  Powers,  Eany  i.  ch.  8;    Work$,  p.  £19.  —  Ed. 
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tiBction,  it  was  invented  some  tiro  thousand  years  before.  In  the 
second  place,  to  call  the  possibility  of  being  changed  a  power,  ifl 
no  .misapplication  of  the  word.  In  the  third  place,  so  far  is  the 
phrase  passive  power  from  not  being  employed  by  any  good  author, 
—  there  is  hardly  a  metaphysician  previous  to  Locke,  by  whom  it 
was  not  familiarly  used.  In  fact,  this  was  one  of  the  most  cele- 
brated distinctions  in  philosophy.  It  was  first  formally  enounced 
by  Aristotle,1  and  from  him  was  universally  adopted.  Active  and 
passive  power  are  in  Greek  styled  Swofu*  Trotrjrucrj,  and  dwnfu?  mbf- 
rucfi\  in  Latin,  potentia  activa,  and  potentia  passives* 

Power,  therefore,  is  a  word  which  we  may  use  both  in  an  active, 
and  in  a  passive,  signification,  and,  in  psychology,  we  may  apply  it 
both  to  the  active  faculties,  and  to  the  passive  capacities,  of  mind. 
'  This  leads  to  the  meaning  of  the  terms  faculties,  and  capacities. 
Faculty  (facultas)  is  derived  from  the  obsolete 
Latin  famil,  the  more  ancient  form  of  facilis, 
from  which  again  facUitas  is  formed.  It  is  properly  limited  to 
active  power,  and,  therefore,  is  abusively  applied  to  the  mere  pas- 
sive affections  of  mind. 

Capacity  (capacitas)  on  the  other  hand,  is  more  properly  limited 
to  these.  Its  primary  signification,  which  is 
literally  room  for,  as  well  as  its  employment, 
favors  this ;  although  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  there  are  examples 
of  its  usage  in  an,  active  sense.  Leibnitz,  as  far  as  I  know,  was  the 
first  who  limited  its  psychological  application  to  the  passivities  of 
mind.  In  his  famous  Nbuveaux  JEssais  sur  P  JEntendement  Hu- 
main,  a  work  written  in  refutation  of  Locke's  Essay  on  the  same 
subject,  he  observes :  u  We  may  say  that  power  (puissance),  in  ge- 
neral, is  the  possibility  of  change.  "Now  the  change,  or  the  act  of 
this  possibility,  being  action  in  one  subject  and  passion  in  another, 
there  will  be  two  powers  (deux  puissances,)  the  one  passive,  the 
other  active.  The  active  may  be  called  faculty,  and  perhaps  the 
passive  might  be  called  capacity,  or  receptivity.  It  is  true  that  the 
active  power  is  sometimes  taken  in  a  higher  sense,  when,  over  and 
above  the  simple  faculty,  there  is  also  a  tendency,  a  nisus;  and 
it  is  thus  that  I  have  used  it  in  my  dynamical  considerations.    We 


1  See  Mstapk.  Iv.  (v.)  12;  viii.  (lx)  1.  —  Ed.  those  for  passive  power  by  terminations  in 

8  This  distinction  is,  indeed,  established  In  r**-    ThM  *otnr**toi  that  which  can  make; 

the  Greek  language  itself.    That  tongue  has,  »on?TdV,  that  which  can  be  made;  KanrriK&w% 

among  its  other  marvellous  perfections,  two  th*t  which  can  more;  jrivqrdV,  that  which 

sets  of  potential  adjectives,  the  one  for  active,  cfP  he  moved ;  and  so  xpatcruds  and  vpaK- 

the  other  tor  passive  power.    Those  for  active  tot,  cd(r&7iruc6s  and  ofcr&irrd's,  votjtik6s  and 

power  are  denoted  by  terminations  in  *uc6t,  Ponr6s,  oUaSofuiTuc6s  and  ohco&o/qrrd's,  etc. 
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might  give  to  it  in  this  meaning  the  special  name  of  force? l  I  may 
notice  that  Reid  seems  to  have  attributed  no  other  meaning  to  the 
term  power  than  that  of  force. 

Power,  then,  is  active  and  passive;  faculty  is  active  power,-— 
capacity  is  passive  power. 

The  two  terms  next  in  order,  are  disposition,  in  Greek,  &49c<nt; 

_     , ,     „  _         and  IwJbii,  in  Greek,  Zfc.    I  take  these  together 

•Disposition.  Habit. 

as  they  are  similar,  yet  not  the  same.  Both  are 
tendencies  to  action ;  but  they  differ  in  this,  that  disposition  property 
denotes  a  natural  tendency,  habit  an  acquired  tendency.  Aristotle 
distinguishes  them  by  another  difference.  M  Habit  (Ifrt)  is  discrim- 
inated from  disposition  (ftatanc)  in  this,  that  the  latter  is  easily 
movable,  the  former  of  longer  duration,  and  more  difficult  to  be 
moved."  *  I  may  notice  that  habit  is  formed  by  the  frequent  repeti- 
tion of  the  same  action  or  passion,  and  that  this  repetition  is  called 
consuetude,  or  custom.  The  latter  terms,  which  properly  signify  the 
cause,  are  not  unfrequently  abusively  employed  for  habit,  their 
effect. 

I  may  likewise  observe  that  the  terms  power,  faculty,  capacity, . 
are  more  appropriately  applied  to  natural,  than  to  acquired,  capa- 
bilities, and  are  thus  inapplicable  to  mere  habits.  I  say  mere  habits, 
for  where  habit  is  superinduced  upon  a  natural  capability,  both 
terms  may  be  used.  Thus  we  can  say  both  the  faculty  of  abstrac- 
tion, and  the  habit  of  abstraction, — the  capacity  of  suffering,  and 
the  habit  of  suffering ;  but  still  the  meanings  are  not  identical. 
The  last  series  of  cognate  terms  are  act,  operation,  energy*    They 

are  all  mutually  convertible,  as  all  denoting  the 
Act,  operation,  En-      p^^nt  exertion  or  exercise  of  a  power,  a  fao- 

ulty,  or  a  habit.  I  must  here  explain  to  yon 
the  famous  distinction  of  actual  and  potential  existence ;  for,  by  this 

distinction,  act,  operation,  energy,  are  contra- 
Potential  and  Act-      discriminated  from  power,  feculty,  capacity,  dis- 

mil  £j(Jvv&lal06*  JS 

position,  and  habit.  This  distinction,  when  di- 
vested of  certain  subordinate  subtleties  of  no  great  consequence,  is 
manifest  and  simple.  Potential  existence  means  merely  that  the 
thing  may  be  at  some  time ;  actual  existence,  that  it  now  is.1  Thus, 
the  mathematician,  when  asleep  or  playing  at  cards,  does  not  exer- 
cise his  skill ;  his  geometrical  knowledge  is  all  latent,  but  he  is  still 
a  mathematician,  —  potentially. 


1  Tfo%t9eaux  JE*ais,  Ut.  ii.  oh.  21. 1 1.  —  Ed.       learned  note  of  Trendelenburg  an  AriM.  dt 
S  CaUg.  cb.  8.  —  Ed.  Aiama,  ii.  1.  —  Ed. 

•  Thtodtotinetion  to  well  Wnitrated  In  the 
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'tft  qnamvis  tacit  Hermogenes,  cantor  tamen  atque 
Optimos  est  modulator; — nt  Alfenos  rafter,  omni 
Abjecto  instrnmento  artta,  clansaqae  taberna, 
Sator  erat."  i 

Hermogenes,  Bays  Horace,  was  a  singer,  even  when  silent ;  how  ? 
—  a  anger,  not  in  actu  but  in  posse.  So  Alfenus  was  a  cobbler, 
even  when  not  at  work ;  that  is,  he  was  a  cobbler  potential;  where- 
as, when  busy  in  his  booth,  he  was  a  cobbler  actual. 

In  like  manner,  my  sense  of  sight  potentially  exists,  though  my 
eyelids  are  closed ;  but  when  I  open  them,  it  exists  actually.  Now, 
power,  faculty,  capacity,  disposition,  habit,  are  all  different  expres- 
sions for  potential  or  possible  existence ;  act,  operation,  energy,  for 
actual  or  present  existence.  Thus  the  power  of  imagination  ex- 
presses the  unexerted  capability  of  imagining ;  the  act  of  imagina- 
tion denotes  that  power  elicited  into  immediate, — into  present  ex- 
istence. The  different  synonyms  for  potential  existence,  are  exist- 
ence «V  owo/acc,  inpotentia,  in  posse,  in  power/  for  actual  existence, 
existence  eV  tVtpyccf ,  or  «V  tWcXcxctp,  in  actu,  in  esse,  in  act,  in  opera- 
tion, in  energy.  The  term  energy  is  precisely  the  Greek  term  for  act 
of  operation ;  but  it  has  vulgarly  obtained  the  meaning  of  forcible 
activity.  * 

The  word  fmctio,  in  Latin,  simply  expresses  performance  or 
operation ;  functio  muneris  is  the  exertion  of  an 
energy  of  some  determinate  kind.  But  with  us 
the  word  function  has  come  to  be  employed  in  the  sense  of  munus 
alone,  and  means  not  the  exercise,  but  the  specific  character,  of  a 
power.  Thus  the  function  of  a  clergyman  does  not  mean  with  us 
the  performance  of  his  duties,  but  the  peculiarity  of  those  duties 
themselves.  The  function  of  nutrition  does  not  mean  the  opera* 
tion  of  that  animal  power,  but  its  discriminate  character. 

So  much  by  way  of  preliminary  explanation  of  the  psychological 
terms  in  most  general  and  frequent  use.  Others,  likewise,  I  shall, 
in  the  sequel,  have  occasion  to  elucidate ;  but  these  may,  I  think, 
more  appropriately  be  dealt  with  as  they  happen  to  occur. 


X  Horace,  Sat.  i.  8, 129.  —  Ed.  though  not  actually  exercising,  ha  to  a  singe* 

%  Bat  there  is  another  relation  of  potent!-  t»  actu,  in  relation  to  himself,  before  he  had 

alfty  and  actuality  which  I  may  notice,  —  acquired  the  aoeompUshmant.    This  aflbroa 

Hermogenes,  Alfenus,  before,  and  after,  ao-  the  distinction  taken  by  Aristotle  of  first  and 

quiring  the  habits  of  singer,  and  cobbler,  second  energy,— the  first  being  the  habit  ao- 

There  is  thus  a  doable  kind  of  potentiality  quired,  the  second  the  immediate  exercise  of 

and  actuality,  —  ft>r  when  Hermogenes  has  that  habit.    [Gt  D*  Ammo,  lib.  1L  a. — Ed.J 
obtained  the  habit  and  power  of  singing, 


LECTURE    XI* 


OUTLINE   OF  DISTRIBUTION   OF   MENTAL  PHENOMENA: 
CONSCIOUSNESS,— ITS  SPECIAL  CONDITIONS. 


I  how  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  important  subject,  — 
the  Distribution  of  the  Mental  Phenomena  into 
their  primary  or  most  general  classes.    In  regard 
to  the  distribution  of  the  mental  phenomena,  I 
shall  not  at  present  attempt  to  give  any  history  or  criticism  of  the 
various  classifications  which  have  been  proposed  by  different  philo- 
sophers.   These  classifications    are  so  numerous,  and  so  contra- 
dictory, that,  in  the  present  stage  of  your  knowledge,  such  a  history 
would  only  fatigue  the  memory,  without  informing  the  understand- 
ing; for  you  cannot  be  expected  to  be  as  yet  able  to  comprehend, 
at  least  many  of  the  reasons  which  may  be  alleged  for,  or  against, 
the  different  distributions  of  the  human  faculties.    I  shall,  therefore, 
at  once  proceed  to  state  the  classification  of  these,  which  I  have 
adopted  as  the  best. 
In  taking  a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  mental  phenomena, 
these  are  all  seen  to  comprise  one  essential  ele- 
Consciousneas,— the      ment,  or  to  be  possible  only  under  one  necessary 

°^.TBW,*i!?,!!!1Mt      condition.    This  element  or  condition  is  Con- 
of  the  BMmtil  wubho- 

sciousness,  or  the  knowledge  that  I,  —  that  the 


Ego  exists,  in  some  determinate  state.  In  this 
knowledge  they  appear,  or  are  realized  as  phenomena,  and  with  this 
knowledge  they  likewise  disappear,  or  have  no  longer  a  phenomenal 
existence;  so  that  consciousness  may  be  compared  to  an  internal 
light,  by  means  of  which,  and  which  alone,  what  passes  in  the  mind 
is  rendered  visible.  Consciousness  is  simple,  —  is  not  composed  of 
parts,  either  similar  or  dissimilar.  It  always  resembles  itself  differ- 
ing only  in  the  degrees  of  its  intensity ;  thus,  there  are  not  various 
kinds  of  consciousness,  although  there  are  various  kinds  of  mental 
modes,  or  states,  of  which  we  are  conscious.  Whatever  division, 
therefore,  of  the  mental  phenomena  may  be  adopted,  all  its  mem- 
bers must  be  within  consciousness  itself  which  must  be  viewed  as 


Lsct.  XL  METAPHYSICS.  12? 

comprehensive  of  the  whole  phenomena  to  be  divided ;  far  less 
should  we  reduce  it,  as  a  special  phenomenon,  to  a  particular  class. 
Let  consciousness,  therefore,  remain  one  and  indivisible,  compre- 
hending all  the  modifications,  —  all  the  phenomena,  of  the  thinking 
subject. 

But  taking,  again,  a  survey  of  the  mental  modifications,  or  phe- 
nomena, of  which  we  are  conscious, — these  are 

Three  gn&d  «i«m      geen  ^   ^v^e  themselves  into  three  great 

of  mental   pbmiom-  .  •*-•«•*  «  11 

en|u  classes.     In  the  first  place,  there  are  the  phe- 

nomena of  Knowledge;  in  the  second  place, 
there  are  the  phenomena  of  Feeling,  or  the  phenomena  of  Plea- 
sure and  Pain ;  and,  in  the  third  place,  there  are  the  phenomena  of 
Will  and  Desire.1 

Let  me  illustrate  this  by  an  example.  I  see  a  picture.  Now,  first 
of  all,  —  I  am  conscious  of  perceiving  a  certain  complement  of 
colors  and  figures,  —  I  recognize  .what  the  object  is.  This  is  the 
phenomenon  of  Cognition  or  Knowledge.  But  this  is  not  the 
only  phenomenon  of  which  I  may  be  here  conscious.  I  may  expe- 
rience certain  affections  in  the  contemplation  of  this  object.  If  the 
picture  be  a  masterpiece,  the  gratification  will  be  unalloyed;  but  if 
it  be  an  unequal  production,  I  shall  be  conscious,  perhaps,  of  enjoy- 
ment, but  of  enjoyment  alloyed  with  dissatisfaction.  This  is  the 
phenomenon  of  Feeling, — or  of  Pleasure  and  Pain.  But  these 
two  phenomena  do  not  yet  exhaust  all  of  which  I  may  be  conscious 
on  the  occasion.  I  may  desire  to  see  the  picture  long,  —  to  see  it 
often,  —  to  make  it  my  own,  and,  perhaps,  I  may  will,  resolve,  or 
determine  so  to  do.  This  is  the  complex  phenomenon  of  Will  and 
iDesire. 

The  English  language,  unfortunately,  does  not  afford  us  terms 
__  competent  to  .  express  and  discriminate,  with 

Tnelr  nomenclature.  , 

even  tolerable  clearness  and  precision,  these 
classes  of  phenomena.  In  regard  to  the  first,  indeed,  we  have 
comparatively  little  reason  to  complain, — the  synonymous  terms, 
knowledge  and  cognition,  suffice  to  distinguish  the  phenomena  of 
this  class  from  those  of  the  other  two.  In  the  second  class,  the 
defect  of  the  language  becomes  more  apparent.  The  word  feeling 
is  the  only  term  under  which  we  can  possibly  collect  the  phenom- 
ena of  pleasure  and  pain,  and  yet  this  word  is  ambiguous.  For  it 
is  not  only  employed  to  denote  what  we  are  conscious  of  as  agree- 
able or  disagreeable  in  our  mental  states,  but  it  is  likewise  used  as  a 

1  Compare  Stewart's  Works,  yoi.  I.,  Advertisement  toy  Editor. — Ed. 
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synonym  for  the  sense  of  touch.1  It  is,  however,  principally  in 
relation  to  the  third  class  that  the  deficiency  is  manifested.  In 
English,  unfortunately,  we  have  no  term  capable  of  adequately 
expressing  what  is  common  both  to  will  and  desire ;  that  is,  the 
nisus  or  conatuSy  —  the  tendency  towards  the  realization  of  their 
end.  By  will  is  meant  a  free  and  deliberate,  by  desire  a  blind  and 
fatal,  tendency  to  act*  Now,  to  express,  I  say,  the  tendency  to 
overt  action,  —  the  quality  in  which  desire  and  will  are  equally 
contained,  — we  possess  no  English  term  to  which  an  exception  of 
more  or  less  cogency  may  not  be  taken.  Were  we  to  say  the  phe- 
nomena of  tendency,  the  phrase  would  be  vague ;  and  the  same  is 
true  of  the  phenomena  of  doing.  Again,  the  term  phfemomena  of 
appetency  is  objectionable,  because,  (to  say  nothing  of  the  unft- 
miliarity  of  the  expression,)  appetency*  though  perhaps  etymologi- 
cally  unexceptionable,  has  both  in  Latin  and  English  a  meaning 
almost  synonymous  with  desire*  Like  the  Latin  appetentia>  the 
Greek  3pc£s  is  equally  ill-balanced,  for,  though  used  by  philosophers 
to  comprehend  both  will  and  desire,  it  more  familiarly  suggests  the 
latter,  and  we  need  not,  therefore,  be  solicitous,  with  Mr.  Harris 
and  Lord  Monboddo,  to  naturalize  in  English  the  term  orectic? 
Again,  the  phrase  phenomena  of  activity  would  be  even  worse; 
every  possible  objection  can  be  made  to  the  term  active  p<hoer8,  by 
which  the  philosophers  of  this  country  have  designated  the  orectic 
faculties  of  the  Aristotelians.  For  you  will  observe,  that  all  facul- 
ties are  equally  active ;  and  it  is  not  the  overt  performance,  but  the 
tendency  towards  it,  for  which  we  are  in  quest  of  an  expression, 
The  German  is  the  only  language  I  am  acquainted  with  which  is 
able  to  supply  the  term  of  which  philosophy  is  in  want.  The  ex- 
pression Bestrebxmgs  Vermogen,  which  is  most  nearly,  though  awk- 
wardly and  inadequately,  translated  by  striving  faculties, — faculties 
of  effort  or  endeavor, — is  now  generally  employed,  in  the  philoso- 
phy of  Germany,  as  the  genus  comprehending  desire  and  will.  Per- 
haps the  phrase, phenomena  of  exertion^  upon  the  whole,  the  best 
expression  to  denote  the  manifestations,  and  exertive  faculties,  the 
best  expression  to  denote  the  faculties  of  will  and  desire.  Exero,  in 
Latin,  means  literally  to  put  forth>  —  and,  with  us,  exertion  and 
exertive  are  the  only  endurable  words  that  I  can  find  which  approxi- 
mate, though  distantly,  to  the  strength  and  precision  of  the  German 

l  [Brawn  im  feeling  for  consciousness.  —  s  Ct  Aristotle,  Met.  1. 10 :  Bo6\rj4ritt  perk 
Ond  Bturp.];  «.  g.  Philowphy  of  the  Human  xSyov  bp^is  A-ya^G,  6X0704  *  o>^€«. 
Mind,  Lecture  xi.    "  The  mind  is  susceptible      .*   ^  AriW«.-ED. 

tag  a  change  oftts  state.     Second  edition,     booklJ.cnapi.yfl.faCg_1BlK 
toI.  i.  p.  2?2.  —  Ed.  ^^ 
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expression.  I  shall,  however,  occasionally  employ  likewise  the  term 
appetency,  in  the  rigorous  signification  I  have  mentioned,  —  as  a 
genus  comprehending  under  it  both  desires  and  volitions.1 

This  division  of  the  phenomena  of  mind  into  the  three  great 
classes  of  the  Cognitive  faculties,  —  the  Feel- 
By  whom  this  three-      m      or  capacitieg  0f  Pleasure  and  Pain,  —  and 

fold  distribution  first         .8   _         /  ^  _  _ ' , 

the  Exertive  or  Conative  Powers,  —  I  do  not 


propose  as  original.  It  was  first  promulgated 
by  Kant;1  and  the  felicity  of  the  distribution  was  so  apparent,  that 
it  has  now  been  long  all  but  universally  adopted  in  Germany  by  the 
philosophers  of  every  school ;  and,  what  is  curious,  the  only  phi- 
losopher of  any  eminence  by  whom  it  has  been  assailed, — indeed, 
the  only  philosopher  of  any  reputation  by  whom  it  has  been,  in  that 
country,  rejected,  is  not  an  opponent  of  the  Kantian  philosophy, 
but  one  of  its  most  zealous  champions.8  To  the  psychologists  of 
this  country,  it  is  apparently  wholly  unknown.  They  still  adhere 
to  the  old  scholastic  division  into  powers  of  the  Understanding  and 
powers  of  the  Will;  or,  as  it  is  otherwise  expressed,  into  Intellectual 
and  Active  powers.4 

By  its  author,  the  Kantian  classification  has  received  no  illustra- 
tion ;  and  by  other  German  philosophers,  it  has 
Objection  to  the  dose-      apparently  been  viewed  as  too  manifest  to  re- 

iflcation  obviated.  rr  J 

quire  any.  Nor  do  I  think  it  needs  much; 
though  a  few  words  in  explanation  may  not  be  inexpedient.  An 
objection  to  the  arrangement  may,  perhaps,  be  taken  on  the  ground 
that  the  three  classes  are  not  coordinate.  It  is  evident  that  every 
mental  phenomenon  is  either  an  act  of  knowledge,  or  only  possible 
through  an  act  of  knowledge,  for  consciousness  is  a  knowledge,  —  a 
phenomenon  of  cognition ;  and,  on  this  principle,  many  philoso- 
phers,—as  Descartes,  Leibnitz,  Spinoza,  Wolf;  Platner,  and  others, 
— have  been  led  to  regard  the  knowing,  or  representative  faculty, 
as  they  called  it,  —  the  faculty  of  cognition,  as  the  fundamental 
power  of  mind,  from  which  all  others  are  derivative.    To  this  the 

11848.    The  term  Omotfee'cfrom  Oman)  is  S  KriHk  dor  UrtkaiUkrm/t,  Emlelfewf.    The 

employed  by  Cudworth  In  his  Treatise  on  Free  same  division  is  also  adopted  as  the  basis  of 

W9>  published  some  jean  ago  from  his  MSS.  his  AntAropolagie.  —  Ed. 

in  the  British  Xnsenm.    [A  Trwtim  on  Fru  8  This  philosopher  is  King,  who  attacked 

WUL,  by  Ralph  Cudworth,  D.  D.,  edited  by  the  Kantian  division  in  his  Gnmdlage  zu  emtr 

John  Allen,   X.  A.      London,  1888,  p.  81.  neu&n  Theorie  der  GtfWkU  tend  da  sogenamtim 

"  Notwithstanding  which,  the  hegemonio  of  ChfHJdsvtrmitgens,  Konigsberg,  1828.   See  also 

the  soul  may,  by  conetivea  and  endeavors,  his  Htrndworterbuck  dtr  Phtiosopkbchm  Wu$en- 

aoqnire  more  and  more  power  over  them."  schajten,  art  Oe/uhl  and  SetUnh+fit.  A  roller 

The  terms  amotion  and  Conative  are  those  account  of  this  controversy  is  given  by  Sir 

Anally  adopted  by  the  Author,  as  the  most  W.  Hamilton  in  a  subsequent  Lecture.    See 

appropriate   expressions  for  the   class    of  Lectures  on  the  Feelings.  —  Ed. 

k  In  question.  —  Bd.  4  See  below,  Lect.  XX.  —  Ed. 
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answer  is  easy.  These  philosophers  did  not  observe  that,  although 
pleasure  and  pain  —  although  desire  and  volition,  are  only  as  they 
are  known  to  be ;  yet,  in  these  modifications,  a  quality,  a  phenom- 
enon of  mind,  absolutely  new,  has  been  superadded,  which  was 
never  involved  in,  and  could,  therefore,  never  have  been  evolved 
out  o£  the  mere  faculty  of  knowledge.  The  faculty  of  knowledge 
is  certainly  the  first  in  order,  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  conditio  sine  qua 
non  of  the  others ;  and  we  are  able  to  conceive  a  being  possessed 
of  the  power  of  recognizing  existence,  and  yet  wholly  void  of  all 
feeling  of  pain  and  pleasure,  and  of  all  powers  of  desire  and  voli- 
tion. On  the  other  hand,  we  are  wholly  unable  to  conceive  a  being 
possessed  of  feeling  and  desire,  and,  at  the  same  time,  without  a 
knowledge  of  any  object  upon  which  his  affections  may  be  em- 
ployed, and  without  a  consciousness  of  these  affections  themselves. 

We  can  farther  conceive  a  being  possessed  of  knowledge  and 
feeling  alone  —  a  being  endowed  with  a  power  of  recognizing  ob- 
jects, of  enjoying  the  exercise,  and  of  grieving  at  the  restraint,  of 
his  activity,— and  yet  devoid  of  that  faculty  of  voluntary  agency— 
of  that  conation,  which  is  possessed  by  man.  To  such  a  being 
would  belong  feelings  of  pain  and  pleasure,  but  neither  desire  nor 
will,  properly  so  called.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  we  cannot 
possibly  conceive  the  existence  of  a  voluntary  activity  independ- 
ently of  all  feeling;  for  voluntary  conation  is  a  faculty  which  can 
only  be  determined  to  energy  through  a  pain  or  pleasure, — through 
an  estimate  of  the  relative  worth  of  objects. 

In  distinguishing  the  cognitions,  feelings,  and  conations,  it  is  not, 
therefore,  to  be  supposed  that  these  phenomena  are  possible  inde- 
pendently of  each  other.  In  our  philosophical  systems,  they  may 
stand  separated  from  each  other  in  books  and  chapters; — in  nature, 
they  are  ever  interwoven.  In  every,  the  simplest,  modification  of 
mind,  knowledge,  feeling,  and  desire  or  will,  go  to  constitute  the 
mental  state ;  and  it  is  only  by  a  scientific  abstraction  that  we  are 
able  to  analyze  the  state  into  elements,  which  are  never  really  ex- 
istent but  in  mutual  combination.  These  elements  are  found,  indeed, 
in  very  various  proportions  in  different  states, — sometimes  one  pre- 
ponderates, sometimes  another;  but  there  is  no  state  in  which  they 
are  not  all  coexistent. 

Let  the  mental  phenomena,  therefore,  be  distributed  under  the 
three  heads  of  phenomena  of  Cognition,  or  the  faculties  of  Knowl- 
edge ;  phenomena  of  Feeling,  or  the  capacities  of  Pleasure  and 
Pain;  and  phenomena  of  Desiring  or  Willing,  or  the  powers  of 
Conation. 

The  order  of  these  is  determined  by  their  relative  consecution; 


X«CT.  XL  METAPHYSICS.  131 

Feeling  and  appetency  suppose  knowledge.  The  cognitive  facul- 
ties, therefore,  stand  first  But  as  will,  and 
desire,  and  aversion,  suppose  a  knowledge  of  the 


tal  M 

pleasurable  and  painful,  the  feelings  will  stand 

second  as  intermediate  between  the  other  two. 

Such  is  the  highest  or  most  general  classification  of  the  mental 

phenomena,  or  of  the  phenomena  of  which  we 

Conaeioonees,   the      are  conscious.    But  as  these  primary  classes  are. 

flret  object  of  coaaid-  .  *  J  / 

mtioa,  as  we  have  shown,  all  included  under  one  uni- 

versal phenomenon, — the  phenomenon  of  con- 
sciousness, — it  follows  that  Consciousness  must  form  the  first  object 
of  our  consideration. 

I  shall  not  attempt  to  give  you  any  preliminary  detail  of  the 
opinions  of  philosophers  in  relation  to .  consciousness.  The  only 
effect  of  this  would  be  to  confuse  you.  It  is  necessary,  in  the  first 
place,  to  obtain  correct  and  definite  notions  on  the  subject,  and  hav- 
ing obtained  these,  it  win  be  easy  for  you  to  understand  in  what 
respects  the  opinions  that  have  been  hazarded  on  the  cardinal  point 
of  ail  philosophy,  are  inadequate  or  erroneous.  I  may  notice  that 
Dr.  Reid  and  Mr.  Stewart  have  favored  us  with 
Ho  special  account      no  gpeciai  or  articulate  account  of  conscious- 

Eew  or  Stewart.  ne8Sf    ^ae  ^ormer>  indeed,  intended  and  prom- 

ised this.  In  the  seventh  chapter  of  the  first 
Essay  On  the  Intellectual  Powers,  which  is  entitled  Division  of  the 
Powers  of  the  Mind,  the  concluding  paragraph  is  as  follows :  — 

"I  shall  not,  therefore,  attempt  a  complete  enumeration  of  the 
powers  of  the  human  understanding.  I  shall  only  mention  those 
which  I  propose  to  explain,  and  they  are  the  following : 

"  1st,  The  powers  we  have  by  means  of  our  External  Senses ; 
2dly,  Memory ;  8dly,  Conception ;  4thly,  The  powers  of  Resolving 
and  Analyzing  complex  objects,  and  compounding  those  that  are 
more  simple;  5thly,  Judging;  6thly,  Reasoning;  7thly,  Taste; 
8thly,  Moral  Perception;  and,  last  of  all,  Consciousness."1 

The  work,  however,  contains  no  essay  upon  Consciousness ;  but, 
in  reference  to  this  deficiency,  the  author,  in  the  last  paragraph  of 
the  book,  states,  —  u  As  to  Consciousness,  what  I  think  necessary  to 
be  said  upon  it  has  been  already  said;  Essay  vi.,  chap,  v,"*  —  the 
chapter,  to  wit,  entitled  On  the  first  Principles  of  Contingent 
'  Truths.  To  that  chapter  you  may,  however,  add  what  is  spoken  of 
consciousness  in  the  first  chapter  of  the  firtt  Essay,  entitled,  Expli- 
cation of  Words,  §7.*  We  are,  therefore,  left  to  glean  the  opinion 
of  both  Reid  and  Stewart  on  the  subject  of  consciousness,  from 

1  Worktjp.tU.— E».  1  J&.  p.  608.  — Ed.  3  J&.  p.  222.  —  Bd. 
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incidental  notices  in  their  writings ;  but  these  are  fortunately  suffi- 
cient to  supply  us  with  the  necessary  information  in  regard  to  their 
opinions  on  this  subject. 
Nothing  has  contributed  more  to  spread  obscurity  over  a  very 
transparent  matter,  than  the  attempts  of  phi- 

conscionsBew  can-      losophers  to  define  consciousness.  Consciousness 
bo£  bt  deAned. 

cannot  be  defined;  we  may  be  ourselves  fully 

aware  what  consciousness  is,  but  we  cannot,  without  confusion,  con- 
vey to  others  a  definition  of  what  we  ourselves  clearly  apprehend. 
The  reason  is  plain.  Consciousness  lies  at  the  root  of  all  knowl- 
edge. Consciousness  is  itself  the  one  highest  source  of  all  compre- 
hensibility  and  illustration,  —  how,  then,  can  we  find  aught  else  by 
which  consciousness  may  be  illustrated  or  comprehended?  To 
accomplish  this,  it  would  be  necessary  to  have  a  second  conscious- 
ness, through  which  we  might  be  conscious  of  the  mode  in  which 
the  first  consciousness  was  possible.  Many  philosophers,  —  and 
among  others  Dr.  Brown,— have  defined  consciousness  a  feeling*  * 
Put  how  do  they  define  a  feeling?  They  define,  and  must  define  it, 
as  something  of  which  we  are  conscious;  for  a  feeling  of  which  we 
are  not  conscious,  is  no  feeling  at  all.  Here,  therefore,  they  are 
guilty  of  a  logical  see-saw,  or  circle.  They  define  consciousness  by 
feeling,  and  feeling  by  consciousness,  —  that  is,  they  explain  the 
same  by  the  same,  and  thus  leave  us  in  the  end  no  wiser  than  we 
were  in  the  beginning.  Other  philosophers  say  that  consciousness 
is  a  knowledge, — and  others,  again,  that  it  is  a  belief  or  conviction 
of  a  knowledge.  Here,  again,  we  have  the  same  violation  of  logi- 
cal law.  Is  there  any  knowledge  of  which  we  are  not  conscious  ? 
Is  there  any  belief  of  which  we  are  not  conscious  ?  There  is  not, 
—  there,  cannot  be ;  therefore,  consciousness  is  not  contained  under 
either  knowledge  or  belief,  but,  on  the  contrary,  knowledge  and 
belief  are  both  contained  under  consciousness.  In  short,  the  notion 
of  consciousness  is  so  elementary,  that  it  cannot  possibly  be  resolved 
into  others  more  simple.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  brought  under 
any  genus,  —  any  more  general  conception;  and,  consequently,  it 
cannot  be  defined. 

But  though  consciousness  cannot  be  logically  defined,  it  may,  how- 
ever, be  philosophically  analysed.    This  analysis 

Conscionneai   »d-      ig  effected  by  observing  and  holding  fast  the 
mH*  of  philoaophk»l  *    *      *  • 

aaaj^k.  phenomena  or  facts  of  consciousness,  comparing 

these,  and,  from  this  comparison,  evolving  the 

universal  conditions  under  which  alone  an  act  of  consciousness  is 

possible. 

1  FkUotepkt  oft)*  Jbmum  Mmd.    Lecture  zl.i  vol.  i.  p.  227-287.   Second  edition.  —  Ed. 
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It  is  only  in  following  this  method  that  we  can  attain  to  precise 
and  accurate  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  consciousness ;  and  it 
need  not  afflict  us  if  the  result  of  our  investigation  be  very  different 
from  the  conclusions  that  have  been  previously  held. 

But,  before  proceeding  to  show  you  in  detail  what  the  act  of 
consciousness  comprises,  it  may  be  proper,  in 

Wh»t  kind  of  act  the  first  place,  to  recall  to  you,  in  general,  what 
tbe  word  comctou*-      kind  of  ^  the  word  ia  employed  to  denote.    I 

denote-  and  what  it      know,  I  feel,  I  desire,  etc.    What  is  it  that  is 
teroiYOj.  necessarily  involved  in  all  these  ?    It  requires 

only  to  be  stated  to  be  admitted,  that  when  I 
know,  I  must  know  that  I  know,  —  when  I  feel,  I  must  know  that  I 
feel,  —  when  I  desire,  I  must  know  that  I  desire.  The  knowledge, 
the  feeling,  the  desire,  are  possible  only  under  the  condition  of 
being  known,  and  being  known  by  me.  For  if  I  did  not  know  that 
I  knew,  I  would  not  know,  —  if  I  did  not  know  that  I  felt,  I  would 
not  feel, — if  I  did  not  know  that  I  desired,  I  would  not  desire. 
Now,  this  knowledge,  which  I,  tbe  subject,  have  of  these  modifica- 
tions of  my  being,  and  through  which  knowledge  alone  these  modi- 
fications are  possible,  is  what  we  call  consciousness.  The  expressions* 
I  know  that  1 know^**- 1 know  that  I/eely-^I  know  that  I  desire* 
-—are  thus  translated  by,  lam  conscious  that  IknoWi—Iam  con* 
scions  that  I  feel,  —  lam  conscious  that  I  desire*  Consciousness  is 
thus,  on  the  one  hand,  the  recognition  by  the  mind  or  ego  of  its  acts 
and  affections;  —  in  other  words,  the  self-affirmation,  that  certain 
modifications  are  known  by  me,  and  that  these  modifications  Are 
mine.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  consciousness  is  not  to  be  viewed  as 
anything  different  from  these  modifications  themselves,  but  is*  m 
fact,  the  general  condition  of  their  existence,  or  of  their  existence* 
within  the  sphere  of  intelligence.  Though  the  simplest  act  of 
mind,  consciousness  thus  expresses  a  relation  subsisting  between 
two  terms.  These  terms  are,  on  the  one  hand,  an  I  or  Self,  as  the 
subject  of  a  certain  modification,  —  and,  on  the  other,  some  modifi- 
cation, state,  quality,  affection,  or  operation  belonging  to  the  sub- 
ject. Consciousness,  thus,  in  its  simplicity,  necessarily  involves 
three  things,  —  1°,  A  recognizing  or  knowing  subject ;  2°,  A  recog- 
nized or  known  modification ;  and,  8°,  A  recognition  or  knowledge 
by  the  subject  of  the  modification. 

From  this  it  is  apparent,  that  consciousness 

CooMioosMM  and      and  tncwieflge  each  involve  the  other.    An  act 

caoh  other.  °f  knowledge  may  be  expressed  by  the  formula, 

I  know;  an  act  of  consciousness  by  the  formula, 

I  know  that  I  know:  but  as  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  know  without 
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at  the  same  time  knowing  that  we  know;  so  it  is  impossible  to 
know  that  we  know  without  our  actually  knowing.  The  one 
merely  explicitly  expresses  what  the  other  implicitly  contains.  Con- 
sciousness and  knowledge  are  thus  not  opposed  as  really  different. 
Why,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  employ  two  terms  to  express  notions, 
which,  as  they  severally  infer  each  other,  are  really  identical?  To 
this  the  answer  is  easy.  Realities  may  be  in  themselves  insepara- 
ble, while,  as  objects  of  our  knowledge,  it  may 
*****  of  Mjentifio      ^  necesgary  to  consider  them  apart.    Notions, 

likewise,  may  severally  imply  each  other,  and  be 
inseparable  even  in  thought ;  yet,  for  the  purposes  of  science,  it  may 
be  requisite  to  distinguish  them  by  different  terms,  and  to  consider 
them  in  their  relations  or  correlations  to  each  other.  Take  a  geo- 
metrical example,  —  a  triangle.  This  is  a  whole 
iunrtratedbjrageo-  composed  of  certain  parts.  Here  the  whole 
metrics!  ffwgpwr  . 

cannot  be  conceived  as  separate  from  its  parts, 

and  the  parts  cannot  be  conceived  as  separate  from  their  whole. 
Yet  it  is  scientifically  necessary  to  have  different  names  for  each, 
and  it  is  necessary  now  to  consider  the  whole  in  relation  to  the 
parts,  and  now  the  parts  in  correlation  to  the  whole.  Again,  the 
constituent  parts  of  a  triangle  are  sides  and  angles.  Here  the  sides 
suppose  the  angles,  —  the  angles  suppose  the  sides,  —  and,  in  fact, 
the  sides  and  angles  are  in  themselves  —  in  reality,  one  and  indi- 
visible. But  they  are  not  the  same  to  us, — to  our  knowledge. 
For  though  we  cannot  abstract  in  thought,  the  sides  from  the  angle, 
the  angle  from  the  sides,  we  may  make  one  or  other  the  principal 
object  of  attention.  We  may  either  consider  the  angles  in  relation 
to  each  other,  and  to  the  sides;  or  the  sides  in  relation  to  each 
other,  and  to  the  angles.  And  to  express  all  this,  it  is  necessary  to 
distinguish,  in  thought  and  in  expression,  what,  in  nature,  is  one 
and  indivisible. 
As  it  is  in  geometry,  so  it  is  in  the  philosophy  of  mind.  We 
require  different  words,  not  only  to  express  ob- 
By  the  distinction       -ects  and  reiation8  different  in  themselves,  but 

of  consciousness  And 

knowledge.  to  express  the  same  objects  and  relations  under 

the  different  points  of  view  in  which  they  are 
placed  by  the  mind,  when  scientifically  considering  them.  Thus, 
in  the  present  instance,  consciousness  and  knowledge  are  not  dis- 
tinguished by  different  words  as  different  things,  but  only  as  the 
same  thing  considered  in  different  aspects.  The  verbal  distinction 
is  taken  for  the  sake  of  brevity  and  precision,  and  its  convenience 
warrants  its  establishment.    Knowledge  is  a  relation,  and  every 
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relation  supposes  two  terms.  Thus,  in  the  relation  in  question, 
there  is,  on  the  one  hand,  a  subject  of  knowledge, — that  is,  the 
knowing  mind,  —  and  on  the  other,  there  is  an  object  of  knowledge, 
— that  is,  the  thing  known;  and  the  knowledge  itself  is  the  rela- 
tion between  these  two  terms.  Now,  though  each  term  of  a  rela* 
tion  necessarily  supposes  the  other,  nevertheless  one  of  these  terms 
may  be  to  us  the  more  interesting,  and  we  may  consider  that  term 
as  the  principal,  and  view  the  other  only  as  subordinate  and  correl- 
ative. Now,  this  is  the  case  in  the  present  instance.  In  an  act  of 
knowledge,  my  attention  may  be  principally  attracted  either  to  the 
object  known,  or  to  myself  as  the  subject  knowing ;  and,  in  the 
latter  case,  although  no  new  element  be  added  to  the  act,  the  con- 
dition involved  in  it,  —  I  know  that  Iknow^ — becomes  the  primary 
and  prominent  matter  of  consideration.  And  when,  as  in  the  phi- 
losophy of  mind,  the  act  of  knowledge  comes  to  be  specially  consid* 
ered  in  relation  to  the  knowing  subject,  it  is,  at  last,  in  the  progress 
of  the  science,  found  convenient,  if  not  absolutely  necessary,  to 
possess  a  scientific  word  in  which  this  point  of  view  should  be  per* 
manently  and  distinctively  embodied.  But,  as  the  want  of  a  tech- 
nical and  appropriate  expression  could  be  experienced  only  after 
psychological  abstraction  had  acquired  a  certain  stability  and  impor- 
tance, it  is  evident  that  the  appropriation  of  such  an  expression 
could  not,  in  any  language,  be  of  very  early  date.  And  this  is 
shown  by  the  history  of  the  synonymous  terms  for  consciousness 

in  the  different  languages,  —  a  history  which, 
J™*     6tem      though   curious,  you   jrill  find  noticed   in  no 

publication  whatever.  The  employment  of  the 
word  conscientiOy  of  which  our  term  consciousness  is  a  translation, 
is,  in  its  psychological  signification,  not  older  than  the  philosophy 
of  Descartes.  Previously  to  him,  this  word  was  used  almost  exclu- 
sively in  the  ethical  sense,  expressed  by  our  term  conscience^  and  in 
the  striking  and  apparently  appropriate  dictum  of  St.  Augustin,— 

"  certissima  scientia  et  clamante  conscientia"1 — 
^^       ^  which  you  may  find  so  frequently  paraded  by 

the  continental  philosophers,  when  illustrating 
the  certainty  of  consciousness ;  in  that  quotation,  the  term  is,  by  its 
author,  applied  only  in  its  moral  or  religious  signification.  Besides 
the  moral  application,  the  words  conscire  and  conscientia  were  fre- 
quently employed  to  denote  participation  in  a  common  knowledge. 
Thus  the  members  of  a  conspiracy  were  said  conscire^  —  and  con- 
scius  is  even  used  for  conspirator ;  and,  metaphorically,  this  com- 

1  De  Tnmtatt,  xili  1.— Ed. 
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munity  of  knowledge  is  attributed  to  inanimate  objects,  —  as,  wait 
ing  to  the  rocks,  a  lover  says  of  himself  — 

"  Et  conscia  saxa  fatigo." 1 

I  would  not,  however,  be  supposed  to  deny  that  these  words  were 
sometimes  used,  in  ancient  Latinity,  in  the  modern  sense  of  con- 
sciousness, or  being  conscious.  An  unexceptionable  example  is 
afforded  by  Quintilian  in  his  Institictiones,  lib.  xiL,  cap.  xi. ;  *  and 
more  than  one  similar  instance  may  be  drawn  from  Tertullian,8  and 
other  of  the  Latin  Fathers. 
Until  Descartes,  therefore,  the  Latin  terms  con&cire  and  conscien- 
tia  were  very  rarely  usurped  in  their  present 
Wrat  need  by  Dee-  psychological  meaning, — a  meaning  which,  it  is 
ehoiogioai  meaning.  needless  to  add,  was  not  expressed  by  any  term 
in  the  vulgar  languages ;  for,  besides  Tertullian, 
I  am  aware  of  only  one  or  two  obscure  instances  in  which,  as  trans- 
lations of  the  Greek  terms  <Twaur9dvofuu  and  owa&r&pm,  of  which 
we  are  about  to  speak,  the  terms  conscio  and  conscientia,  were, 
as  the  nearest  equivalents,  contorted  from  their  established  signifi- 
cation to  the  sense  in  which  they  were  afterwards  employed  by 
Descartes.  Thus,  in  the  philosophy  of  the  West,  we  may  safely 
affirm  that,  prior  to  Descartes,  there  was  no  psychological  term  in 
recognized  use  for  what,  since  his  time,  is  expressed  in  philosoph- 
ical Latinity  by  conscientia,  in  French  by  conscience,  in  English  by 
consciousness,  in  Italian  by  conscienza*,  and  in  German  by  Bewus- 
sUeyn.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  Latin,  French,  and  Italian  (and 
I  might  add  the  Spanish  and  other  Romanic  languages),  the  terms 
are  analogous ;  the  moral  and  psychological  meaning  being  denoted 
by  the  same  word. 

In  Greek  there  was  no  term  for  consciousness 
No  ten*  for  eon-      until  the  decline  of  philosophy,  and  in  the  later 
2ZrZL£5      ages  of  the  language.     Plato  and  Aristotle,  to 
philosophy.  Bay  nothing  of  other  philosophers,  had  no  spe- 

cial term  to  express  the  knowledge  which  the 
mind  affords  of  the  operations  of  its  faculties,  though  this,  of 

1  Compare  Virgil,  JEmtid,  be.  420:  "  Caelum      Tux.  ii.  4:  "  Mini  ram  oonsetas,  nnnqnam 
hoe  et  eoneeia  elder*  tester."  me  nlmie  oapidam  ftiese  Tit*." — Ed. 

\9  De  Tmimonio  AmimajC.ii  «  Bed  qui  ejua- 

s  "  Contains  ram  mihi,  quantum  mediocri-  modi  eruptione*  anima  non  putevit  dootrmam 
tate  ralui,  qnaqve  aatea  eelerim  qnaqne  ope-  esee  nature  et  congenita  et  ingenita  ooneciea- 
ri»  hujnaoe  gratia  potaerim  iaqairere,  can-  tia  tacit*  comma**."  D*  Cam*  Chris*,  t.9 
dide  me  atqne  aimpliolter  in  notitiam  eorum,  "  Sed  satis  erat  1111,  Inquia,  eonaclentia  sua." 
ai  qni  forte  oognoaoere  yoraissent,  protulime."  jCf.  Angustin,  De  Trinitau,  x.  c.  7 :  u  Et  qui* 
Thli  senee,  however,  i»  not  unusual.  Cf  Cic.  gibl  bene  conaoia  eat  prinoipataa  sui  quo  cor- 
pus regit."] 
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coarse,  was  necessarily  a  frequent  matter  of  their  consideration. 
Intellect  was  supposed  by  them  to  be  cognizant  of  its  own  opera- 
tions; it  was  only  doubted  whether  by  a  direct  or  by  a  reflex  act. 
In  regard  to  sense,  the  matter  was  more  perplexed;  and,  on  this 
point,  both  philosophers  seem  to  vacillate  in  their  opinions.  In  his 
The&tetut?  Plato  accords  to  sense  the  power  of  perceiving  that  it 
perceives;  whereas,  in  his  Charmidetf  this  power  he  denies  to 
sense,  and  attributes  to  intelligence,  (ww.)  In  like  manner,  an 
apparently  different  doctrine  may  be  found  in  different  works  of 
Aristotle.  In  his  Treatise  on  the  Saul  he  thus  cogently  argues: 
a  When  we  perceive  that  we  see,  hear,  etc.,  it  is  necessary  that  by 
sight  itself  we  perceive  that  we  see,  or  by  another  sense.  If  by 
another  sense,  then  this  also  must  be  a  sense  of  sight,  conversant 
equally  about  the  object  of  sight,  color.  Consequently  there  must 
either  be  two  senses  of  the  same  object,  or  every  sense  must  be 
percipient  of  itsel£  Moreover,  if  the  sense  percipient  of  sight  be 
different  from  sight  itself  it  follows  either  that  there  is  a  regress 
to  infinity,  or  we  must  admit  at  last  some  sense  percipient  of  itself; 
but  if  so,  it  is  more  reasonable  to  admit  this  in  the  original  sense 
at  once."8  Here  a  consciousness  is  apparently  attributed  to  each 
several  sense.  This,  however,  is  expressly  denied  in  his  work  "On 
Sleep  and  Waking*  to  say  nothing  of  his  Problems,  which,  I  am 
inclined,  however,  to  think,  are  not  genuine.  It  is  there  stated 
that  sight  does  not  see  that  it  sees,  neither  can  sight  or  taste  judge 
that  sweet  is  a  quality  different  from  white ;  but  that  this  is  the 
fraction  of  some  common  faculty,  in  which  they  both  converge. 
The  apparent  repugnance  may,  however,  easily  be  reconciled.  But, 
what  concerns  us  at  present,  in  all  these  discussions  by  the  two 
philosophers,  there  is  no  single  term  employed  to  denote  that 
special  aspect  of  the  phenomenon  of  knowledge,  which  is  thus. 
by  them  made  a  matter  of  consideration.  It  is  only  under  the 
later  Platonists  and  Aristotelians  that  peculiar  terms,  tantamount 
to  our  consciousness,  were  adopted  into  the  language  of  philos- 
ophy.   In  the  text  of  Diogenes  Laertius,  indeed,  (vii.  85,)  I  find 


1 "  Aoaadtt  teetfanonram  Ptatonta  in  That-  Plato,  however,  merely  denlee  that  there  can 

teto,  obi  alt  eenaam  eentftre  qnod  eentit  et  be  a  sense  which  peroelvesthe  eet  of  sensation 

qaod  non  sentit."  —  Ctmm^netmm  «*  Aria,  dt  without  perceiving  its  object — Ed. 

AfMft.ii.2.    The  patMMr^rearred  to  k  probe-  3  Ifc  Anmo,  1IL  2. — Ed. 

bly  ftesu., p.  lfiB:  'ABfrvrwr  ...»  afcr&t-  *  De  8omnoy  e.  2.  f  4.   The  passage  in  the 

viral  y*t  ere^oV  t*  Sm  eirdtfWaJ,  eJij&ipni  ProbkmM,  which  may  perhaps  have  the  fame 

<lvmh  Ktci  I  nfc&eWmi,  *V  ft  pJ>  «J*deWr«i.  meaning,  though  it  admits  of  a  different  in- 

Thh>  passage,  however,  is  not  exactly  in  terprctation,  Issect.  xif  88:   X»purM&a  8« 

poent — Ed.  cfobipB  otoofo*  ra&brf *  AwnVSwror  *oW 

tP.  lot,  et  mq.  Cfc  Conlabriaeius*,  1.  e.  *x«.    See  thither,  Ditmmmu,  p.  6X— ED. 
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crWotyw  manifestly  employed  in  the  sense  of  consciouenet*.  This, 
however,  is  a  corrupt  reading;  and  the  authority  of  the  best  man* 
uscripts  and  of  the  best  critics  shows  that  <nUc* 
Term*  tantamount  to  w  fc  fae  true  lection.1  The  Greek  Platonists 
^3^0^  and  Aristotelians,  in  general,  did  not  allow  that 
and  Aristotelians,  the  recognition  that  we  know,  that  we  feel, 

that  we  desire,  eta,  was  the  act  of  any  special 
faculty,  but  the  general  attribute  of  intellect;  and  the  power  of 
reflecting,  of  turning  back  upon  itself  was  justly  viewed  as  the  dis- 
tinctive quality  of  intelligence.  It  was,  however,  necessary  to  pos- 
sess some  single  term  expressive  of  this  intellectual  retortion, —  of 
this  hrujTpotf)  vpo$  etaroV,  and  the  term  orwaur&prt?  was  adopted* 
This  I  find  employed  particularly  by  Proclus,  Plotinus  and  Simpli- 
cius.*  The  term  awc<2fyons,  the  one  equivalent  to  the  conseimtia 
of  the  Latins,  remained  like  conscientia  itself  long  exclusively 
applied  to  denote  conscience  or  the  moral  faculty;  and  it  is  only 
in  Greek  writers  who,  as  Eugenius  of  Bulgaria,  have  flourished 
since  the  time  of  Descartes  and  Leibnitz,  that  owcffiipn?  has,  like 
the  conscientia  of  the  Latins,  been  employed  in  the  psychological 
meaning  of  consciousness.8  I  may  notice  that  the  word  0wcirtyi*i<ri<s» 
in  the  sense  of  consciousness,  is  also  to  be  occasionally  met  with  in 
the  later  authors  on  philosophy  in  the  Greek  tongue.  The  ex* 
pression  owucr&pri*,  which  properly  denotes  the  self-recognition  of 
sense  and  feeling,  was,  however,  extended  to  mark  consciousness 
in  general  Some  of  the  Aristotelians,  how- 
certain  of  the  Aria-  ever,  like  certain  philosophers  in  this  country, 
toteiiana  attributed  attributed  this  recognition  to  a  special  faculty, 
sense™  doling  to  a  ®*  these  I  have  been  able  to  discover  only 
special  faculty.  three :  Philoponus,  in  his  commentary  on  Aris- 

totle's treatise  Of  the  Soul;*  Michael  Epheaius, 
in  his  commentary  on  Aristotle's  treatise  of  Memory  and  Hbmin- 


l  The  correction  <rM«ris  Is  made  by  Hen-  ****•  Oarm.  41,  p.  218,  ed.  1664.  8extns  Em- 
age  on  the  authority  of  Snldas,  «.  ojyc*.  pirtoaa,  4*»  JfofA.  ix.  68  (p.  407,  Better). 
Kuster,  on  the  other  band,  proposal,  on  the  Michael  Ephesius,  In  Ari*.  de  Mnnoria,  p. 
authority  of  Laertins,  to  read  ewtfatpi*  184.  Plutarch,  De  Profectibn*  in  VutmU,  c  1, 
forfffofeWu  in  Sottas.— Ed.  8.    Plotinas,  Am.  Hi.  lib.  4, b. 4.    SimplleJiis, 

In  An*.  Caug.  p.  88,  b.  ed.  1661.— Ed. 


s  [Plotinas,  Bnn.  v.  lib.  ill.  e.  2.    Prooras, 


8  See  the  Logic  of  Engenins,  p.  118.    He 


hut.  Tkeol  c.  80.  Simplicity  In  Epici.  B*Mr.  ^^^Z^LZJ^tTeZ 
p.  28,  Heine. -(p.  49,  Schweigh.)]  In  the  r*#?T  V^Ti  £  ^  > 
iwo  fir*  of  the* J  passages,  *Wt*»rif  *P"  The  tttle  of  hia  work  ia,  «H  Aoyurfl.  «*«*«<- 
pears  to  be  used  merely  in  Its  etymological  •■*■  *«  rrtrr/paw  <rw*pwurb*«nr  *rt 
sense  of  perception  of  an  object  in  conjanc-  EwWw  ^uuc6twf  rov  Bov\yap4*S  Jy  Ac- 
tion with  other  objects.  In  the  last,  however,  ^t  **N  *a|wf«.  "Er«  «ftr.  (1766.)-  Ed. 
it  seems  to  be  folly  equivalent  to  the  modern  4  On  lib.  iii.  o.  2.  He  mentions  this  as  the 
amtaoumttt;  as  also  in  Hierooies,  In  Am—  C|oiiionofth«mo«receat  lcterpreter*,— Ed* 
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iseenee;1  and  Michael  Paellas,  in  his  work  on  Various  Knowledge.* 
It  is  doubted,  however,  whether  the  two  last  be  not  the  same  per- 
son 5  and  their  remarkable  coincidence  in  the  point  under  considera- 
tion, is  even  a  strong  argument  for  their  identity.  They  assign 
this  recognition  to  a  faculty  which  they  call  to  *poo-c#eri«oV,  —  that  is 
to  wpoowracw  fUpo*>  the  attentive  part  or  function  of  mind.  This  is 
the  first  indication  in  the  history  of  philosophy  of  that  false  analysis 
which  has  raised  attention  into  a  separate  faculty.  I  beg  you,  how- 
ever, to  observe,  that  Philoponus  and  his  follower,  Michael  Ephe- 
sius,  do  not  distinguish  attention  from  consciousness:  This  is  a 
point  we  are  hereafter  specially  to  consider,  when  perhaps  it  may 
be  found  that,  though  wrong  in  making  consciousness  or  attention 
a  peculiar  faculty,  they  were  right,  at  least,  in  not  dividing  con- 
sciousness and  attention  into  different  faculties. 
But  to  return  from  our  historical  digression.    We  may  lay  it 

down  as  the  most  general  characteristic  of  con- 
tte  mo*  general      sciousness,  that  it  is  the   recognition  by  the 
characterise  of  can-      thinking  subject  of  its  own  acts  or  affections. 
The  special  oondi-  So  far  there  is  no  difficulty  and  no  dispute. 

tiojftoreoMoiowtoM.      In  this  all  philosophers  are  agreed.    The  more  - 

arduous  task  remains  of  determining  the  special 
conditions  of  consciousness.  Of  these,  likewise,  some  are  almost 
too  palpable  to  admit  of  controversy.  Before  proceeding  to  those 
in  regard  to  which  there  is  any  doubt  or  difficulty,  it  will  be  proper, 

in  the  first  place,  to  state  and  dispose  of  such 

X  Thou  generally      determinations  as  are  too  palpable  to  be  called 

admitted"  in  question.    Of  these  admitted  limitations,  the 

Consciousness    im-  *  .  .  .  , 

piie«,  i,  actual  knowi-      ™rt  **>  *na*  consciousness  is  an  actual  and  not 

edge.  a  potential  knowledge.8     Thus  a  man  is  said 

to  know,  —  *.  e.  is  able  to  know,  that  7-|-9  are 

=  16,  though  that  equation  be  not,  at  the  moment,  the  object  of 

his  thought;  but  we  cannot  say  that  he  is  conscious  of  this  truth 

unless  while  actually  present  to  his  mind. 
The  second  limitation  is,  that  consciousness  is  an  immediate,  not 
a  mediate  knowledge.    We  are  said,  for  exam- 

jl  immediate    owl-      ^^  to  know  a  past  occurrence  when  we  repre- 
sent it  to  the  mind  in  an  act  of  memory.    We 

know  the  mental  representation,  and  this  we  do  immediately  and 

1  Bather  in  the  Commentary  on  the  Nieomar-  npo<rox^  8«  ierl  kc&  %w  vpoff4x°f""  T0« 

cfea»£tto«,  usually  attributed  to  Eustratius,  j^,,  0fr  rpdrrepe*  koX  rut  Aoyou  o& 

p.  160,  fc.    It  la  not  mentioned  in  the  Com-  Ai-you**.  —  Ed. 
mentaiy  on  the  2)e  Memoria.  —  Ed. 

*  [Paellas,  Ik  Omni/aria  Doctrinat  f  46:]  *  Compare  field's  CotL  Works,  p.  810.— ED. 
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in  itself  and  are  also  said  to  know  the  past  occurrence,  as  medi- 
ately knowing  it  through  the  mental  modification  which  represents 
it.  Now,  we  are  conscious  of  the  representation  as  immediately 
known,  hut  we  cannot  be  said  to  be  conscious  of  the  thing  repre- 
sented, which,  if  known,  is  only  known  through  its  representation. 
It,  therefore,  mediate  knowledge  be  in  propriety  a  knowledge,  con- 
sciousness is  not  coextensive  with  knowledge.  This  is,  however, 
a  problem  we  are  hereafter  specially  to  consider.  I  may  here  also 
observe,  that,  while  all  philosophers  agree  in  making  consciousness 
an  immediate  knowledge,  some,  as  Reid  and  Stewart,  do  not  admit 
that  all  immediate  knowledge  is  consciousness.  They  hold  that 
we  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of  external  objects,  but  they 
hold  that  these  objects  are  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness.1 
This  is  an  opinion  we  are,  likewise,  soon  to  canvass. 

The  third  condition  of  consciousness,  which  may  be  held  as  uni- 
versally admitted,  is,  that  it  supposes  a  contrast, 

8.  Contrast.    Di«-      — a  discrimination ;  for  we  can  be  conscious  only 

Crimination  of  one  ob-  . 

j«ot  from  another.  inasmuch  as  we  are  conscious  of  something;  and 

we  are  conscious  of  something  only  inasmuch  as 

we  are  conscious  of  what  that  something  is,  —  that  is,  distinguish  it 

from  what  it  is  not.    This  discrimination  is  of  different  kinds  and 


This  discrimination 
if  vsric 
degrees. 


In  the  first  place,  there  is  the  contrast  between  the  two  grand 
opposites,  self  and  not-self^ — ego  and  non-ego, 
—mind  and  matter;   (the  contrast  of  subject 

of  Tarions  kinds  and  .         .  M     u      w  T 

and  object  is  more  general.)  We  are  conscious 
of  self  only  in  and  by  its  contradistinction  from 
not-self;  and  are  conscious  of  not-self  only  in  and  by  its  contra- 
distinction from  self.  In  the  second  place,  there  is  the  discrimina- 
tion of  the  states  or  modifications  of  the  internal  subject  or  self 
from  each  other.  We  are  conscious  of  one  mental  state  only  as 
we  contradistinguish  it  from  another;  where  two,  three,  or  more 
such  states  are  confounded,  we  are  conscious  of  them  as  one ;  and 
were  we  to  note  no  difference  in  our  mental  modifications,  we 
might  be  said  to  be  absolutely  unconscious.  Hobbes  has  truly  said, 
"Idem  semper  sentire,  et  non  sen  tire,  ad  idem  recidunt.nf  In  the 
third  place,  there  is  the  distinction  between  the  parts  and  qualities 
of  the  outer  world.  We  are  conscious  of  an  external  object  only 
as  we  are  conscious  of  it  as  distinct  from  others, — where  several 

1  See  Keid,  Intellectual  Power*,  Essay  vi.  ch.  9  EUmenta  PhOotopkuz,  part  It.  o.  28,  f  6. 

'5,  §  1,6.    Worh»y  pp.  442,445.    Stewart,  Out-  Opem^td.  Moleswortk,  rci.  J.  p.  SSL    Xmgteh 

line*  of  Moral  Philosophy,  part  i.  f  1,  2;  CoU  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  394.  —Ed. 
UcUd  Werfts,  v«l.  ii.  p.  tt.  — E». 
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distinguishable  object*  are  confounded,  we  are  conations  of  tbem 
as  one;  where  no  object  is  discriminated,  we  are  not  conscious  of 
any.  Before  leaving  this  condition,  I  may  parenthetically  state, 
that,  while  all  philosophers  admit  that  consciousness  involves  a  dis* 
crimination,  many  do  not  allow  it  any  cognizance  of  aught  beyond 
the  sphere  of  self.  The  great  majority  of  philosophers  do  this  be* 
cause  they  absolutely  deny  the  possibility  of  an  immediate  knowl* 
edge  of  external  things,  and,  consequently,  hold  that  consciousness 
in  distinguishing  the  non-ego  from  the  ego,  only  distinguishes  self 
from  self ;  for  they  maintain,  that  what  we  are  conscious  of  as 
something  different  from  the  perceiving  mind,  is  only,  in  reality, 
a  modification  of  that  mind,  which  we  are  condemned  to  mistake 
for  the  material  reality.  Some  philosophers,  however,  (as  Reid 
and  Stewart,)  who  hold,  with  mankind  at  large,  that  we  do  possess 
an  immediate  knowledge  of  something  different  from  the  knowing 
sel£  still  limit  consciousness  to  a  cognizance  of  self;  and,  conse- 
quently, not  only  deprive  it  of  the  power  of  distinguishing  external 
objects  from  each  other,  but  even  of  the  power  of  discriminating 
the  ego  and  non-ego.  These  opinions  we  are  afterwards  to  consider. 
With  this  qualification,  all  philosophers  may  be  viewed  as  admit- 
ting that  discrimination  is  an  essential  condition  of  consciousness. 
The  fourth  condition  of  consciousness,  which  may  be  assumed 
as  very  generally  acknowledged,  is,  that  it  in- 
volves judgment.  A  judgment  is  the  mental 
act  by  which  one  thing  is  affirmed  or  denied  of  another.  This 
fourth  condition  is  in  truth  only  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
third, — for  it  is  impossible  to  discriminate  without  judging,-— dis- 
crimination, or  contradistinction,  being  in  fact  only  the  denying 
one  thing  of  another.  It  may  to  some  seem  strange  that  con- 
sciousness, the  simple  and  primary  act  of  intelligence,  should  be 
a  judgment, — which  philosophers,  in  general,  have  viewed  as  a 
compound  and  derivative  operation.  This  is,  however,  altogether 
a  mistake.  A  judgment  is,  as  I  shall  hereafter  show  you,  a  simple 
act  of  mind,  for  every  act  of  mind  implies  a  judgment.  Do  we 
perceive  or  imagine  without  affirming,  in  the  act,  the  external  or 
internal  existence  of  the  object?1  Now  these  fundamental  affirma- 
tions are  the  affirmations, — in  other  words,  the  judgments,  of  con* 
sciousness. 

The  fifth  undeniable  condition  of  consciousness  is  memory.    This 
condition  also  is  a  corollary  of  the  third.    For 

6.  Memory.  .  _  ,  _ ,         A  . 

without  memory  our  mental  states  could  not  be 
held  fast,  compared,  distinguished  from  each  other,  and  referred  to 

1  SeeBdd'B  Works,  pp.  243,  414,  with  the  Editor*  Rotes.— Ed. 
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self  Without  memory,  each  indivisible,  eack  infinitesimal,  moment 
in  the  mental  succession,  would  stand  isolated  from  every  other,— 
would  constitute,  in  fact,  a  separate  existence.  The  notion  of  the 
ego  or  self;  arises  from  the  recognized  permanence  and  identity  of 
the  thinking  subject  in  contrast  to  the  recognized  succession  and 
variety  of  its  modifications.  But  this  recognition  is  possible  only 
through  memory.  The  notion  of  self  is,  therefore,  the  result  of 
memory.  But  the  notion  of  self  is  involved  in  consciousness,  so 
consequently  is  memory. 


LECTURE  XII. 

CONSCIOUSNESS, -ITS  SPECIAL   CONDITIONS:  RELATION  TO 
COGNITIVE   FACULTIES   IN   GENERAL. 

So  far  as  we  have  proceeded,  our  determination  of  the  contents 
of  consciousness  may  be  viewed  as  that  universally  admitted ;  for 
though  I  could  quote  to  you  certain  counter- 
doctrines,  these  are  not  of  such  importance  as  to 
warrant  me  in  perplexing  the  discussion  by  their  refutation,  which 
would  indeed  be  nothing  more  than  the  exposition  of  very  palpable 
mistakes.    Let  us,  therefore,  sum  up  the  points  we  have  established. 
We  have  shown,  in  general,  that  consciousness  is  the  self-recogni- 
tion that  we  know,  or  feel,  or  desire,  etc.    We  have  shown,  in  par- 
ticular, 1°,  That  consciousness  is  an  actual  or  living,  and  not  a 
potential  or  dormant,  knowledge ;  —  2°,  That  it  is  an  immediate  and 
not  a  mediate  knowledge;  —  8°,  That  it  supposes  a  discrimination; 
—  4°,  That  it  involves  a  judgment;-* and,  5°,  That  it  is  possible 
only  through  memory. 
We  are  now  about  to  enter  on  a  more  disputed  territory ;  and 
the  first  thesis  I  shall  attempt  to  establish,  in- 
ii.  8pe«w  oondi-      volves  several  subordinate  questions. 
ndT*     eraiw0*^^  *  state,  then,  as  the  first  contested  position 

ted  which  I  am  to  maintain,  that  our  consciousness  - 

is  coextensive  with  our  knowledge.    But  this 
assertion,  that  we  have  no  knowledge  of  which  we  are  not  con- 
scious, is  tantamount  to  the  other  that  consciousness  is  coexten- 
sive with    our  cognitive    faculties,— and  this 
l  our  oonaoioiu-      Mnfa  i8  convertible  with   the  assertion,  that 

neas  ootfxtensire  with  . 

our  knowledge.  consciousness  is  not  a  special  faculty,  but  that 

our  special  faculties  of  knowledge  are  only 
modifications  of  consciousness.  The  question,  therefore,  may  be 
thus  stated,  —  Is  consciousness  the  genus  under  which  our  several 
faculties  of  knowledge  are  contained  as  species,  — or,  is  consci- 
ousness itself  a  special  faculty  coordinate  with,  and  not  compre- 
hending, these  ? 
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Before  proceeding  to  canvass  the  reasonings  of  those  who  have 
_  reduced  consciousness  from  the  general  condi- 

Errar  or  Dr«  JSrown.  . 

tion,  to  a  particular  variety,  of  knowledge,  I 
may  notice  the  error  of  Dr.  Brown,  in  asserting  that,  "  in  the  sys- 
tems of  philosophy  which  have  been  most  generally  prevalent, 
especially  in  this  part  of  the  island,  consciousness  has  always  been 
classed  as  one  of  the  intellectual  powers  of  the  mind,  differing  from 
its  other  powers,  as  these  mutually  differ  from  each  other."1  This 
statement,  in  so  far  as  it  regards  the  opinion  of  philosophers  in 
genera],  is  not  only  not  true,  but  the  very  reverse  of  truth.  For,  in 
place  of  consciousness  being,  u  in  the  systems  most  generally  pre- 
valent," classed  as  a  special  faculty,  it  has,  in  ail  the  greater  schools 
of  philosophy,  been  viewed  as  the  universal  attribute  of  the  intel- 
lectual acts.  Was  consciousness  degraded  to  a  special  faculty  in 
the  Platonic,  in  the  Aristotelian,  in  the  Cartesian,  in  the  Lockian,  in 
the  Leibnitzian,  in  the  Kantian  philosophies?  These  are  the  sys- 
tems which  have  obtained  a  more  general  authority  than  any 
others,  and  yet  in  none  of  these  is  the  supremacy  of  consciousness 
denied ;  in  all  of  them  it  is  either  expressly  or  implicitly  recognized. 
Dr.  Brown's  assertion  is  so  far  true  in  relation  to  this  country,  that 
by  Hutcheson,  Reid,  and  Stewart, — to  say  nothing  of  inferior 
names,  —  consciousness  has  been  considered  as  nothing  higher  than 
a  special  faculty.  As  I  regard  this  opinion  to  be  erroneous,  and  as 
the  error  is  one  affecting  the  very  cardinal  point  of  philosophy,  — 
as  it  stands  opposed  to  the  peculiar  and  most  important  principles 
of  the  philosophy  of  Reid  and  Stewart  themselves,  and  has  even 
contributed  to  throw  around  their  doctrine  of  perception  an  ob- 
scurity that  has  caused  Dr.  Brown  absolutely  to  mistake  it  for 
its  converse,  and  as  I  have  never  met  with  any  competent  refutation 
of  the  grounds  on  which  it  rests, — I  shall  endeavor  to  show  you 
that,  notwithstanding  the  high  authority  of  its  supporters,  this 
opinion  is  altogether  untenable. 

As  I  previously  stated  to  you,  neither  Dr.  Reid  nor  Mr.  Stewart 
has  given  us  any  regular  account  of  conscious- 

Beid  and  Stewart  on      neg8.  their  doctrine  on  this  subject  is  to  be 

consciousness. 

found  scattered  in  different  parts  of  their  works. 
The  two  following  brief  passages  of  Reid  contain  the  principal  posi- 
tions of  that  doctrine.  The  first  is  from  the  first  chapter  of  the 
first  Essay  On  the  Intellectual  Powers  :*  "  Consciousness  is  a  word 
used  by  philosophers  to  signify  that  immediate  knowledge  which  we 
have  of  our  present  thoughts  and  purposes,  and,  in  general,  of  all 

iFkilotopkfifthe  Hmna*  Mnd.  lecture  xl.  vol.  1.  p.  285, 2d  edit.— Ed.       I  Works,  p.  222. 
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the  present  operations  of  our  minds.  Whence  we  may  observe  that 
consciousness  is  only  of  things  present.  To  apply  consciousness  to 
things  past,  which  sometimes  is  done  in  popular  discourse,  is  to  eon- 
found  consciousness  with  memory ;  and  all  such  confusion  of  words 
ought  to  be  avoided  in  philosophical  discourse.  It  is  likewise  to  be 
observed,  that  consciousness  is  only  of  things  in  the  mind,  and  not 
of  external  things.  It  is  improper  to  say,  I  am  conscious  of  the 
table  which  is  before  me.  I  perceive  it,  I  see  it ;  but  do  not  say  I 
am  conscious  of  it.  As  that  consciousness  by  which  we  have  a 
knowledge  of  the  operations  of  our  own  minds,  is  a  different  power 
from  that  by  which  we  perceive  external  objects,  and  as  these  dif- 
ferent powers  have  different  names  in  our  language,  and,  I  believe, 
in  all  languages,  a  philosopher  ought  carefully  to  preserve  this  dis- 
tinction, and  never  to  confound  things  so  different  in  their  nature.9 
The  second  is  from  the  fifth  chapter  of  the  sixth  Essay  On  the  In* 
teUectual  Powers}  u  Consciousness  is  an  operation  of  the  under* 
standing  of  its  own  kind,  and  cannot  be  logically  defined.  The  ob- 
jects of  it  are  our  present  pains,  our  pleasures,  our  hopes,  our  fears, 
our  desires,  our  doubts,  our  thoughts  of  every  kind ;  in  a  word,  all 
the  passions  and  all  the  actions  and  operations  of  our  own  minds, 
while  they  are  present.  We  may  remember  them  when  they  are 
past ;  but  we  are  conscious  of  them  only  while  they  are  present." 
Besides  what  is  thus  said  in  general  of  consciousness,  in  his  treat- 
ment of  the  different  special  faculties,  Reid  contrasts  consciousness 
with  each.  Thus  in  his  essays  on  Perception,  on  Conception  or 
Imagination,  and  on  Memory,  he  specially  contradistinguishes  con- 
sciousness from  each  of  these  operations ; '  and  it  is  also  incident- 
ally by  Reid,8  but  more  articulately  by  Stewart,4  discriminated 
from  Attention  and  Reflection. 
According  to  the  doctrine  of  these  philosophers,  consciousness  is 

thas  a  special  faculty,  coordinate  with  the  other 
cw °w^ToXJ  inteHe<*«al  Pf  wers,  having  like  them  a  par- 
toKeid  ud  Stewart        ticular  operation  and  a  peculiar  object.    And 

what  is  the  peculiar  object  which  is  proposed  to 
consciousness?5  The  peculiar  objects  of  consciousness,  says  Dr. 
Reid,  are  all  the  present  passions  and  operations  of  our  minds. 
Consciousness  thus  has  for  its  objects,  among  the  other  modifiea* 


1  Works,  p.  448.  3  See  Works,  p  280.    Compere  pp.  240, 268, 

847, 419-20, 44B. -Ed. 

*  B**  bttdUetval  Powers,  Vm*y  U.  Works,  p.  4  CoB.  Works,  toI.  ii.  p.  184,  end  pp.  122, 138. 

297,  and  Essay  1.  Works,  p.  222;  Eoay  Hi.  —Ed. 

Works,  pp.  840,  861;  Ettay  !r.  Works,  p.  868.  *  See  the  same  argument  in  the  Author* 

— Ed.  Discussions,  p.  47.  —  Ed. 
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tions  of  the  mind,  the  acts  of  our  cognitive  faculties.  Now  here  a 
doubt  arises.  If  consciousness  has  for  its  object  the  cognitive  opera- 
tions, it  must  know  these  operations,  and,  as  it  knows  these  opera- 
tions, it  must  know  their  objects :  consequently,  consciousness  is 
either  not  a  special  faculty,  but  a  faculty  comprehending  every  cog- 
nitive act ;  or  it  must  be  held  that  there  is  a  double  knowledge  of 
every  object,  —  first,  the  knowledge  of  that  object  by  its  particular 
faculty,  and  second,  a  knowledge  of  it  by  consciousness  as  taking 
cognizance  of  every  mental  operation.  But  the  former  of  these 
alternatives  is  a  surrender  of  consciousness  as  a  coordinate  and  spe- 
cial faculty,  and  the  latter  is  a  supposition  not  only  unphilosophical 
but  absurd.  Now,  you  will  attend  to  the  mode  in  which  Reid 
escapes,  or  endeavors  to  escape,  from  this  dilemma.  This  he  does 
by  assigning  to  consciousness,  as  its  object,  the  various  intellectual 
operations  to  the  exclusion  of  their  several  objects.  "  I  am  con- 
scious," he  says,  "  of  perception,  but  not  of  the  object  I  perceive ; 
I  am  conscious  of  memory,  but  not  of  the  object  I  remember."  By 
this  limitation,  if  tenable,  he  certainly  escapes  the  dilemma,  for  he 
would  thus  disprove  the  truth  of  the  principle  on  which  it  proceeds 
—  viz^  that  to  be  conscious  of  the  operation  of  a  faculty,  is,  in  fact, 
to  be  conscious  of  the  object  of  that  operation. 
Beid'e  limitation  of       1!he  wbole  que8tion  therefore,  turns  upon  the 

the  sphere  of  conaci-  ^  .      .  *.*.,. 

oMnew  untenable.  proof  or  disproof  of  this  principle,  —  for  if  It 

can  be  shown  that  the  knowledge  of  an  opera- 
tion necessarily  involves  the  knowledge  of  its  object,  it  follows  that 
it  is  impossible  to  make  consciousness  conversant  about  the  in- 
tellectual operations  to  the  exclusion  of  their  objects.  And  that 
this  principle  must  be  admitted,  is  what,  I  hope,  it  will  require  but 
little  argument  to  demonstrate. 

Some   things   can   be   conceived   by  the    mind  each   separate 

and   alone;    others    only  in    connection  with 

No  consciousness  of      something  else.    The   former  are   said  to   be 

•  cognitive  act,  with-        th.  abfeolute;    the  latter9  ^   be    tbiBgs   ^^ 

out  a  consciousness  of  ° 

itaotyeet-  tive.    Socrates,  and  Xanthippe,  may  be  given 

as  examples  of  the  former ;  husband  and  wife, 
of  the  latter.  Socrates,  and  Xanthippe,  can  each  be  represented 
to  the  mind  without  the  other;  and  if  they  are  associated  in 
thought,  it  is  only  by  an  accidental  connection.  Husband  and 
wife,  on  the  contrary,  cannot  be  conceived  apart.  As  relative 
and  correlative,  the  conception  of  husband  involves  the  concep- 
tion of  wife,  and  the  conception  of  wife  involves  the  conception 
of  husband.  Each  is  thought  only  in  and  through  the  other,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  think  of  Socrates   as  the  husband  of  Xan- 
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thippe,  without  thinking  of  Xanthippe  as  the  wife  of  Socrates. 
We  cannot,  therefore,  know  what  a  husband  is  without  also 
knowing  what  is  a  wife,  as,  on  the  other  hand,  we  cannot  know 
what  a  wile  is  without  also  knowing  what  is  a  husband.  You 
wilV  therefore,  understand  from  this  example  the  meaning  of  the 
logical  axiom,  that  the  knowledge  of  relatives  is  one,— or  that 
the  knowledge  of  relatives  is  the  same. 

This  being  premised,  it  is  evident  that  if  our  intellectual  oper- 
ations exist  only  in  relation,  it  must  be  impossible  that  consci- 
ousness can  take  cognizance  of  one  term  of  this  relation  without 
also  taking  cognizance  of  the  other.  Knowledge,  in  general,  is  a 
relation  between  a  subject  knowing  and  an  object  known,  and  each 
operation  of  our  cognitive  faculties  only  exists  by  relation  to  a  par- 
ticular object,  —  this  object  at  once  calling  it  into  existence,  and 
specifying  the  quality  of  its  existence.  It  is,  therefore,  palpably 
impossible  that  we  can  be  conscious  of  an  act  without  being  con- 
scious of  the  object  to  which  that  act  is  relative.  This,  however, 
is  what  Dr.  Reid  and  Mr.  Stewart  maintain.  They  maintain  that 
I  can  know  that  I  know,  without  knowing  what  I  know, — or 
that  I  can  know  the  knowledge  without  knowing  what  the  knowl- 
edge ia  about ;  for  example,  that  I  am  conscious  of  perceiving  a 
book  without  being  conscious  of  the  book  perceived,  —  that  I  am 
conscious  of  remembering  its  contents  without  being  conscious 
of  these  contents  remembered,  — and  so  forth.  The  unsoundness 
of  this  opinion  must,  however,  be  articulately 
shown  in  detail  with      ghown  b    tokm     the  different  ferities  in  de- 

respect  to  the  different 

cognitive  ftooities.  ta^>  which  they  have  contradistinguished  from 

consciousness,  and  by  showing,  in  regard  to 

each,  that  it  is  altogether  impossible  to  propose  the  operation  of 

that  faculty  to  the  consideration  of  consciousness,  and  to  withhold 

from  consciousness  its  object. 

I  shall  commence  with  the  faculty  of  Imagination,  to  which 

Dr.  Reid  and  Mr.  Stewart  have  chosen,  under 

Imagination*  ... 

various  limitations,  to  give  the  name  of  Concep- 
tion. *  This  faculty  is  peculiarly  suited  to  evince  the  error  of  hold- 
ing that  consciousness  is  cognizant  of  acts,  but  not  of  the  objects  of 
these  acts. 

"Conceiving,  Imagining,  and  Apprehending,"  says  Dr.  Reid, 
"  are  commonly  used  as  synonymous  in  our  language,  and  signify 
the  same  thing  which  the  logicians  call  Simple  Apprehension.  This 
is  an  operation  of  the  mind  different  from  all  those  we  have  men- 

I  Beid,  Intellectual  Poim,  Essay  iv.  ch.  1 ;  Work*,  p.  880,  Stewart,  Elements,  vol.  i.  ch.  8; 
Works,  rol.  II.  p.  146.-  Ed. 
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tioned  [Perception,  Memory,  etc.]  Whatever  we  perceive,  what- 
ever we  remember,  whatever  we  are  conscious  o£  we  have  a  full 
persuasion  or  conviction  of  its  existence.  What  never  had  an 
existenoe  cannot  be  remembered;  what  has  no  existence  at  pre- 
sent cannot  be  the  object  of  perception  or  of  consciousness;  but 
what  never  had,  nor  has  any  existence,  may  be  conceived.  Every 
man  knows  that  it  is  as  easy  to  conceive  a  winged  horse  or  a  cen- 
taur, as  it  is  to  conceive  a  horse  or  a  man.  Let  it  be  observed, 
therefore,  that  to  conceive,  to  imagine,  to  apprehend,  when  taken 
in  the  proper  sense,  signify  an  act  of  the  mind  which  implies  no  be* 
lief  or  judgment  at  all.  It  is  an  act  of  the  mind  by  which  nothing 
is  affirmed  or  denied,  and  which  therefore  can  neither  be  true  nor 
false."1  And  again:  tt Consciousness  is  employed  solely  about 
objects  that  do  exist,  or  have  existed.  But  conception  is  often 
employed  about  objects  that  neither  do,  nor  did,  nor  will, 
exist.  This  is  the  very  nature  of  this  faculty,  that  its  object, 
though  distinctly  conceived,  may  have  no  existence.  Such  an 
object  we  call  a  creature  of  imagination,  but  this  creature  never 
was  created. 

ttThat  we  may  not  impose  upon  ourselves  in  this  matter,  we 
must  distinguish  between  that  act  or  operation  of  the  mind, 
which  we  call  conceiving  an  object,  and  the  object  which  we 
conceive.  When  we  conceive  anything,  there  is  a  real  act  or  oper- 
ation of  the  mind ;  of  this  we  are  conscious,  and  can  have  no  doubt 
of  its  existence.  But  every  such  act  must  have  an  object ;  for  he 
that  conceives  must  conceive  something.  Suppose  he  conceives  a 
centaur,  he  may  have  a  distinct  conception  of  this  object,  though  no 
centaur  ever  existed."*  And  again :  "I  conceive  a  centaur.  This 
conception  is  an  operation  of  the  mind  of  which  I  am  conscious, 
and  to  which  I  can  attend.  The  sole  object  of  it  is  a  centaur,  an 
animal  which,  I  believe,  never  existed." 8 

Now,  here  it  is  admitted  by  Reid,  that  imagination  has  an  object, 
and,  in  the  example  adduced,  that  this  object  has  no  existence  out 
of  the  mind.  The  object  of  imagination  is,  therefore,  in  the  mind, 
—  is  a  modification  of  the  mind.  Now,  can  it  be  maintained  that 
there  can  be  a  modification  of  mind,  —  a  modification  of  which 
we  are  aware,  but  of  which  we  are  not  conscious?  But  let  us 
regard  the  matter  in  another  aspect.  We  are  conscious,  says 
Dr.  Reid,  of  the  imagination  of  a  centaur,  but  not  of  the  centaur 
imagined.  Now,  nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  that  the  ob- 
ject and  the  act  of  imagination,  are  identical.  Thus,  in  the  ex- 
ample alleged,  the  centaur  imagined  and  the  act  of  imagining  it, 

1  Work*,  p.  228.  *  WMb,  p.  886.  8  Works,  p.  878. 


Lect.  XH  METAPHYSICS.  149 

are  one  and  indivisible.  What  is  the  act  of  imagining  a  centaur 
but  the  centaur  imaged,  or  the  image  of  the  centaur;  what  is 
the  image  of  the  centaur  but  the  act  of  imagining  it?  The  cen- 
taur is  both  the  object  and  the  act  of  imagination :  it  is  the  same 
thing  viewed  in  different  relations.  It  is  called  the  object  of  imagi- 
nation, when  considered  as  representing  a  possible  existence,  —  for 
everything  that  can  be  construed  to  the  mind,  everything  that  does 
not  violate  the  laws  of  thought,  in  other  words,  everything  that 
does  not  involve  a  contradiction,  may  be  conceived  by  the  mind  as 
possible.  I  say,  therefore,  that  the  centaur  is  called  the  object  of 
imagination,  when  considered  as  representing  a  possible  existence ; 
whereas  the  centaur  is  called  the  act  of  imagination,  when  con- 
sidered as  the  creation,  work,  or  operation,  of  the  mind  itself.  The 
centaur  imagined  and  the  imagination  of  the  centaur,  are  thus  as 
much  the  same  indivisible  modification  of  mind  as  a  square  is  the 
same  figure,  whether  we  consider  it  as  composed  of  four  sides,  or 
as  composed  of  four  angles,  —  or  as  paternity  is  the  same  relation 
whether  we  look  from  the  son  to  the  father,  or  from  the  father  to 
the  son.  We  cannot,  therefore,  be  conscious  of  imagining  an  object 
without  being  conscious  of  the  object  imagined,  and  as  regards 
imagination,  Reid's  limitation  of  consciousness  is,  therefore,  futile. 
I  proceed  next  to  Memory :  —  "  It  is  by  Memory,"  says  Dr.  Reid, 

"that  we  have   an  immediate  knowledge  of 
Memoir. 

things  past.     The  senses  give  us  information 

of  things  only  as  they  exist  in  the  present  moment ;  and  this  infor- 
mation, if  it  were  not  preserved  by  memory,  would  vanish  instantly, 
and  leave  us  as  ignorant  at  if  it  had  never  been.  Memory  must 
have  an  object.  Every  man  who  remembers  must  remember  some- 
thing, and  that  which  he  remembers  is  called  the  object  of  his 
remembrance.  In  this,  memory  agrees  with  perception,  but  differs 
from  sensation,  which  has  no  object  but  the  feeling  itself.  Every 
man  can  distinguish  the  thing  remembered  from  the  remembrance 
of  it.  We  may  remember  anything  which  we  have  seen,  or  heard, 
or  known,  or  done,  or  suffered ;  but  the  remembrance  of  it  is  a  par- 
ticular act  of  the  mind  which  now  exists,  and  of  which  we  are  con- 
scious. To  confound  these  two  is  an  absurdity  which  a  thinking 
man  could  not  be  led  into,  but  by  some  false  hypothesis  which 
hinders  him  from  reflecting  upon  the  thing  which  he  would  explain 
by  it"1  "The  object  of  memory,  or  thing  remembered,  must  be 
something  that  is  past ;  as  the  object  of  perception  and  of  consci- 
ousness, must  be  something  which  is  present.  What  now  is,  cannot 
be  an  object  of  memory ;  neither  can  that  which  is  past  and  gone 

1  Works,  p.  889. 
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be  an  object  of  perception,  or  of  consciousness.*1  To  these  pas- 
sages, which  are  taken  from  the  first  chapter  of  the  third  Essay  On 
the  Intellectual  Powers^  I  must  add  another  from  the  sixth  chapter 
of  the  same  Essay,  —  the  chapter  in  which  he  criticises  Locke's 
doctrine  in  regard  to  our  Personal  Identity.  u  Leaving,"  he  says, 
a  the  consequences  of  this  doctrine  to  those  who  have  leisure  to 
trace  them,  we  may  observe,  with  regard  to  the  doctrine  itself,  first, 
that  Mr.  Locke  attributes  to  consciousness  the  conviction  w*  have 
of  our  past  actions,  as  if  a  man  may  now  be  conscious  of  what 
he  did  twenty  years  ago.  It  is  impossible  to  understand  the  mean- 
ing of  this,  unless  by  consciousness  be  meant  memory,  the  only  fac- 
ulty by  which  we  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of  our  past  actions. 
Sometimes,  in  popular  discourse,  a  man  says  he  is  conscious  that  he 
did  such  a  thing,  meaning  that  he  distinctly  remembers  that  he  did 
it.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  common  discourse,  to  fix  accurately  the 
limits  between  consciousness  and  memory.  This  was  formerly 
shown  to  be  the  case  with  regard  to  sense  and  memory.  And, 
therefore,  distinct  remembrance  is  sometimes  called  sense,  some- 
times consciousness,  without  any  inconvenience.  But  this  ought  to 
be  avoided  in  philosophy,  otherwise  we  confound  the  different 
powers  of  the  mind,  and  ascribe  to  one  what  really  belongs  to 
another.  If  a  man  be  conscious  of  what  he  did  twenty  years  or 
twenty  minutes  ago,  there  is  no  use  for  memory,  nor  ought  we 
to  allow  that  there  is  any  such  faculty.  The  faculties  of  conscious- 
ness and  memory  are  chiefly  distinguished  by  this,  that  the  first  is 
an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  present,  the  second  an  immediate 
knowledge  of  the  past"  a 

From  these  quotations  it  appears  that  Reid  distinguishes  memory 
from  consciousness  in  this, — that  memory  is  an  immediate  knowl- 
edge of  the  past,  consciousness  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the 
present.  We  may,  therefore,  be  conscious  of  the  act  of  memory  as 
present,  but  of  the  object  of  memory  as  past,  consciousness  is  im- 
possible. Now,  if  memory  and  consciousness  be,  as  Reid  asserts, 
the  one  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past,  the  other  an  immediate 
knowledge  of  the  present,  it  is  evident  that  memory  is  a  faculty 
whose  object  lies  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  consciousness  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  general  con- 
dition of  every  intellectual  act.  We  have  only,  therefore,  to  exam- 
ine whether  this  attribution  of  repugnant  qualities  to  consciousness 
and  memory  be  correct, —  whether  there  be  not  assigned  to  one  or 
other  a  function  which  does  not  really  belong  to  it. 

Now,  in  regard  to  what  Dr.  Reid  says  of  consciousness,  I  admit 

1  For**,  p.  840.  »Wbnb,p.86L 
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that  no  exception  can  be  taken.    Consciousness  is  an  immediate 
knowledge  of  the  present.    We  have,  indeed,  already  shown  that 
consciousness  is  an  immediate  knowledge,  and,  therefore,  only  of  the 
.  actual  or  now-existent*    This  being  admitted,  and  professing,  as  we 
do,  to  prove  that  consciousness  is  the  one  generic  faculty  of  knowl- 
edge, we,  consequently,  must  maintain  that  all  knowledge  is  imme- 
diate, and  only  of  the  actual  or  present, — in  other  words,  that  what 
is  called  mediate  knowledge,  knowledge  of  the  past,  knowledge  of 
the  absent,  knowledge  of  the  non-actual  or  possible,  is  either  no 
knowledge  at  all,  or  only  a  knowledge  contained  in,  and  evolved 
ont  o$  an  immediate  knowledge  of  what  is  now  existent  and  actually 
present  to  the  mind.    This,  at  first  sight,  may  appear  like  paradox ; 
I  trust  you  will  soon  admit  that  the  counter  doctrine  is  self-repug- 
nant. 
I  proceed,  therefore,  to  show  that  Dr.  Reid's  assertion  of  memory 
being  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past,  is 
Hemoiy  not  u  im-      not  onl    f^  but  that  it  ^0^  a  contradic- 

mediate  knowledge  of  ,        .  . 

the  pest  ^100.  m  terms.1 

Let  us  first  determine  what  immediate  knowl- 

.  edge  is,  and  then  see  whether  the  knowledge  we  have  of  the  past, 

through  memory,  can  come  under  the  conditions 

dietek  tio"*f f taime"      of  immediate  knowledge.    Now  nothing  can  be 

more  evident  than  the  following  positions :    1°, 

An  object  to  be  known  immediately  must  be  known  in  itself, — that 

is,  in  those  modifications,  qualities,  or  phenomena,  through  which  it 

manifests  its  existence,  and  not  in  those  of  something  different  from 

itself;  for,  if  we  suppose  it  known  not  in  itself  but  in  some  other 

thing,  then  this  other  thing  is  what  is  immediately  known,  and  the 

object  known  through  it  is  only  an  object  mediately  known. 

But  2°,  If  a  thing  can  be  immediately  known  only  if  known  in 
itself  it  is  manifest  that  it  can  only  be  known  in  itself  if  it  be  itself 
actually  in  existence,  and  actually  in  immediate  relation  to  our 
faculties  of  knowledge. 

Such  are  the  necessary  conditions  of  immediate  knowledge ;  and 
they  disprove  at  once  Dr.  Reid's  assertion,  that  memory  is  an  imme- 
diate knowledge  of  the  past.  An  immediate  knowledge  is  only  con- 
ceivable of  the  now  existent,  as  the  now  existent  alone  can  be 
known  in  itself.  But  the  past  is  only  past,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not 
now  existent ;  and  as  it  is  not  now  existent,  it  cannot  be  known  in 
itself    The  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past  is,  therefore,  impossible. 

We  have,  hitherto,  been  considering  the  conditions  of  immediate 

1  Compare  Discussions,  p.  60.  —Ed. 
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knowledge  in  relation  to  the  object;  let  as  now  consider  them  in 
relation  to  the  cognitive  act.  Every  act,  and  consequently  every  act 
of  knowledge,  exists  only  as  it  now  exists;  and  as  it  exists  only  in 
the  now,  it  can  be  cognizant  only  of  a  now-existent  object.  Mem* 
ory  is  an  act, — an  act  of  knowledge ;  it  can,  therefore,  be  cognizant 
only  of  a  now-existent  object.    But  the  object  known  in  memory  is, 

ex  hypothesis  past ;  consequently,  we  are  reduced 

Application  of  these      ^  ^  dilemma,  either  of  refusing  a  past  object 

teowiedge  we  !»▼•      *°  **  known  "*  memory  at  all,  or  of  admitting 

in  Memory.  it  to  be  only  mediately  known,  in  and  through 

a  present  object.  That  the  latter  alternative  is 
the  true,  it  will  require  a  very  few  explanatory  words  to  convince 
you.  What  are  the  contents  of  an  act  of  memory  ?  An  act  of 
memory  is  merely  a  present  state  of  mind,  which  we  are  conscious 
o$  not  as  absolute,  but  as  relative  to,  and  representing,  another  state 
of  mind,  and  accompanied  with  the  belief  that  the  state  of  mind, 
as  now  represented,  has  actually  been.  I  remember  an  event  I  saw, 
—  the  landing  of  George  IV.  at  Leith.  This  remembrance  is  only 
a  consciousness  of  certain  imaginations,  involving  the  conviction 
that  these  imaginations  now  represent  ideally  what  I  formerly  really 
experienced.  All  that  is  immediately  known  in  the  act  of  memory, 
is  the  present  mental  modification ;  that  is,  the  representation  and 
concomitant  belief  Beyond  this  mental  modification,  we  know 
nothing ;  and  this  mental  modification  is  not  only  known  to  con- 
sciousness, but  only  exists  in  and  by  consciousness.  Of  any  past 
object,  real  or  ideal,  the  mind  knows  and  can  know  nothing,  for  ex 
hypothesis  no  such  object  now  exists ;  or  if  it  be  said  to  know  such 
an  object,  it  can  only  be  said  to  know  it  mediately,  as  represented  in 
the  present  mental  modification.  Properly  speaking,  however,  we 
know  only  the  actual  and  present,  and  all  real  knowledge  is  an  im- 
mediate knowledge.  What  is  said  to  be  mediately  known,  is,  in 
truth,  not  known  to  be,  but  only  believed  to  be ;  for  its  existence  is 
only  an  inference  resting  on  the  belief,  that  the  mental  modification 
truly  represents  what  is  in  itself  beyond  the  sphere  of  knowledge. 
What  is  immediately  known  must  be;  for  what  is  immediately 
known  is  supposed  to  be  known  as  existing.  The  denial  of  the 
existence,  and  of  the  existence  within  the  sphere  of  consciousness, 
involves,  therefore,  a  denial  of  the  immediate  knowledge  of  an  object. 
We  may,  accordingly,  doubt  the  reality  of  any  object  of  mediate 
knowledge,  without  denying  the  reality  of  the  immediate  knowledge 
on  which  the  mediate  knowledge  rests.  In  memory,  for  instance, 
we  cannot  deny  the  existence  of  the  present  representation  and 
belief  for  their  existence  is  the  consciousness  of  their  existence  itself 
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To  doubt  their  existence,  therefore,  is  for  us  to  doubt  the  existence 
of  our  consciousness.  Bnt  as  this  doubt  itself  exists  only  through 
consciousness,  it  would,  consequently,  annihilate  itself.  But,  though 
in  memory  we  must  admit  the  reality  of  the  representation  and 
hette£  as  facts  of  consciousness,  we  may  doubt,  we  may  deny,  that 
the  representation  and  belief  are  true.  We  may  assert  that  they 
represent  what  never  was,  and  that  all  beyond  their  present  mental 
existence  is  a  delusion.  This,  however,  could  not  be  the  case  if  our 
knowledge  of  the  past  were  immediate.  So  far,  therefore,  is  mem- 
ory from  being  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past,  that  it  is  at  best 
only  a  mediate  knowledge  of  the  past ;  while,  in  philosophical  pro- 
priety, it  is  not  a  knowledge  of  the  past  at  all,  but  a  knowedge  of 
the  present  and  a  belief  of  the  past.  But  in  whatever  terms  we 
may  choose  to  designate  the  contents  of  memory,  it  is  manifest  that 

these  contents  are  all  within  the  sphere  of  consciousness.1 

• 

1  What  I  have  said  in  regard  to  Dr.  Hold's  diats  object  of  this  conception  Is  Jfcmr  hun- 

doctrina  of  memory  as  an  Immediate  knowl-  dred  miles  distant;  and  I  bare  no  reason  to 

edge  of  the  past,  applies  equally  to  his  doo-  think  that  it  not*  upon  me,  or  that  I  act  upon 

trine  of  conception  or  imagination,  as  an  im-  it;  bnt  I  can  think  of  it  notwithstanding." 

mediate  knowledge  of  the  distant,— a  ease  This  require*  no  comment.    I  shall,  snbse- 

whieh  I  deferred  noticing,  when  I  considered  qnently,  have  occasion  to  show  how  BeM 

his  contradistinction  of  that  faculty  from  confused  himself  about  the  term  object,— this 

consciousness.    "  I  can  conceive,"  he  says,  being  part  and  parcel  of  his  grand  error  in 

"  an  individual  object  that  really  exists,  such  confounding  representative  or  mediate,  and 

as  St  Paul's  Church  in  London.   I  hare  an  intuitive  or  immodlsto  knowledge, 
idea  of  it;  that  is,  I  conoeive  it.   Thelmme- 

20 


LECTURE    XIII. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,  — ITS  SPECIAL  CONDITIONS:  RELATION  TO 
COGNITIVE   FACULTIES   IN   GENERAL. 

Ws  now  proceed  to  consider  the  third  faculty  which  Dr.  Reid 
specially  contradistinguishes  from  Consciousness, 

Our  conacioosneM  — I  mean  Perception,  or  that  faculty  through 
coextensive  with  onr      which  we  obtain  a  knowledge  of  the  external 

Eeid  contrtdfetm-  vor^«  Now,  you  will  observe  that  Reid  main- 
guiflhes  eonseioiisneat  tains  against  the  immense  majority  of  all,  and 
from  perception.  the  entire  multitude  of  modern  philosophers, 

that  we  have  a  direct  and  immediate  knowledge 
of  the  external  world.  He  thus  vindicates  to  mind  not  only  an  im- 
mediate knowledge  of  its  own  modifications,  but  also  an  immediate 
knowledge  of  what  is  essentially  different  from  mind  or  self}  —  the 
modifications  of  matter.  He  did  not,  however,  allow  that  these 
were  known  by  any  common  faculty,  but  held  that  the  qualities  of 
mind  were  exclusively  made  known  to  us  by  Consciousness,  the 
qualities  of  matter  exclusively  made  known  to  us  by  Perception. 
Consciousness  was,  thus,  the  faculty  of  immediate  knowledge,  purely 
subjective ;  perception,  the  faculty  of  immediate  knowledge,  purely 
objective.  #  The  Ego  was  known  by  one  faculty,  the  Non-Ego  by 
another.  u  Consciousness,"  says  Dr.  Reid,  u  is  only  of  things  in  the 
mind,  and  not  of  external  things.  It  is  improper  to  say,  I  am  con- 
scious of  the  table  which  is  before  me.  I  perceive  it,  I  see  it,  but 
do  not  say  I  am  conscious  of  it.  As  that  consciousness  by  which 
we  have  a  knowledge  of  the  operations  of  our  own  minds,  is  a  dif- 
ferent power  from  that  by  which  we  perceive  external  objects,  and 
as  these  different  powers  have  different  names  in  our  language, 
and,  I  believe,  in  all  languages,  a  philosopher  ought  carefully  to 
preserve  this  distinction,  and  never  to  confound  things  so  different  in 
their  nature."1  And  in  another  place  he  observes:  —  "Conscious- 
ness always  goes  along  with  perception;  but  they  are  different 
operations  of  the  mind,  and  they  have  their   different  objects. 

1  Z*eJU€tm*Pow*rst*m*yl.1eh*p.l.    CotL  Iftrfa,  p.  338. 
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Consciousness  is  not  perception,  nor  is  the  object  of  consciousness 
the  object  of  perception." l 

Dr.  Reid  has  many  merits  as  a  speculator,  but  the  only  merit 
which  he  arrogates  to  himself  —  the  principal 

Principal  merit  ao-      merit  accor<je<j  ^  hirn  by  others,— is,  that  he  was 

corded  to  Reid  as  a  .  J  7  A.  , 

philosopher.  *ne  firat  philosopher,  in  more  recent  tames,  who 

dared,  in  his  doctrine  of  immediate  perception, 
to  vindicate,  against  the  unanimous  authority  of  philosophers,  the 
universal  conviction  of  mankind.  But  this  doctrine  he  has  at  best 
imperfectly  developed,  and,  at  the  same  time,  has  unfortunately 
obscured  it,  by  errors  of  so  singular  a  character,  that  some  acute 
philosophers — for  Dr.  Brown  does  not  stand  alone*- have  never 
even  suspected  what  his  doctrine  of  perception  actually  is.  One 
of  these  errors  is  the  contradistinction  of  perception  from  con- 
sciousness. 
I  may  here  notice,  by  anticipation,  that  philosophers,  at  least 

modern  philosophers,  before  Reid,  allowed  to 
Modern  philosophers  the  mind  no  immediate  knowledge  of  the  ex- 
before  Reid  held  a  ternal  reality.  They  conceded  to  it  only  a  rep- 
doctrine  ofrepreeentr  ,^^^0  or  mediate  knowledge  of  external 
<me  or  other  of  two  things.  Of  these  some,  however,  held  that  the 
forms.  representative  object — the  object  immediately 

known  —  was  different  from  the  mind  knowing, 
as  it  was  also  different  from  the  reality  it  represented ;  while  others, 
on  a  simpler  hypothesis,  maintained  that  there  was  no  intermediate 
entity,  no  tertium  quid,  between  the  reality  and  the  mind,  but  that 
the  immediate  or  representative  object  was  itself  a  mental  modifi- 
cation.1 The  latter  thus  granting  to  mind  no  immediate  knowledge 
of  aught  beyond  its  own  modification,  could,  consequently,  only 
recognize  a  consciousness  of  self  The  former,  on  the  contrary, 
could,  as  they  actually  did,  accord  to  consciousness  a  cognizance  of 

not-self.    Now,  Reid,  after  asserting  against  the 

Reid  exempts  the      philosophers  the  immediacy  of  our  knowledge 

object  of  percepuon      rf  external  things,  would  almost  appear  to  have 

from   the  sphere  of  e7»  *     , -.  ■»    .  -. 

eoascioismess.  been  startled  by  his  own  boldness,  and,  instead 

of  carrying  his  principle  fairly  to  its  issue,  by 
according  to  consciousness  on  his  doctrine  that  knowledge  of  the 
external  world  as  existing,  which,  in  the  doctrine  of  the  philoso- 
phers, it  obtained  of  the  external  world  as  represented,  he  incon- 
sistently stopped  short,  split  immediate  knowledge  into  two  parts, 

l  Md.t  Essay  H.,  ohap.  ill.  Coll.  Work*,  p.      ries  of  knowledge  and  perception,  see  the  A a- 
197.  thor's  supplementary  dissertations  to  Reiri's 

iForafuU  disenssfan  of  the  vark>u*  the©-     Works, Notes B and C.— Ed. 
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and  bestowed  the  knowledge  of  material  qualities  on  perception 
alone,  allowing  that  of  mental  modifications  to  remain  exclusively 
with  consciousness.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  the  exemption  of 
the  objects  of  perception  from  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  can  be 
easily  shown  to  be  self-contradictory. 

What!  say  the  partisans  of  Dr.  Reid,  are  we  not  to  distinguish, 
as  the  product  of  different  faculties,  the  knowledge  we  obtain  of 
objects  in  themselves  the  most  opposite?  Mind  and  matter  are 
mutually  separated  by  the  whole  diameter  of  being.  Mind  and 
matter  are,  in  fact,  nothing  but  words  to  express  two  series  of  ph»- 
nomena  known  less  in  themselves,  than  in  contradistinction  from 
each  other.  The  difference  of  the  phenomena  to  be  known,  surely 
legitimates  a  difference  of  faculty  to  know  them.  In  answer  to  this, 
we  admit  at  once,  that — were  the  question  merely  whether  we 
should  not  distinguish,  under  consciousness,  two  special  faculties,— 
whether  we  should  not  study  apart,  and  bestow  distinctive  appella- 
tions on  consciousness  considered  as  more  particularly  cognizant  of 
the  external  world,  and  on  consciousness  considered  as  more  partic- 
ularly cognizant  of  the  internal — this  would  be  highly  proper  and 
expedient.  But  this  is  not  the  question.  Dr.  Reid  distinguishes 
consciousness  as  a  special  faculty  from  perception  as  a  special  fao- 
ulty,  and  he  allows  to  the  former  the  cognizance  of  the  latter  in  its 
operation,  to  the  exclusion  of  its  object.  He  maintains  that  we  are 
conscious  of  our  perception  of  a  rose,  but  not  of  the  rose  perceived. 
That  we  know  the  ego  by  one  act  of  knowledge,  the  non-ego  by 
another.  This  doctrine  I  hold  to  be  erroneous,  and  it  is  this 
doctrine  I  now  proceed  to  refute. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  only  a  logical  axiom,  but  a  self-evident 
truth,  that  the  knowledge  of  opposites  is  one. 

That  in  this  Rett  Thus,  we  cannot  know  what  is  tall  without 
h  wrong  shown,  i°,      knowing  what  is  short, — we  know  what  is  vir- 

From   the   principle,  _°  _  _  , 

th*t  the  knowledge  tue  onv  M  we  know  what  is  vice, —  the  science 
of  opposites  is  one.  of  health  is  but  another  name  for  the  science  of 
disease.  Nor  do  we  know  the  opposites,  the  I 
and  Thou,  the  ego  and  non-ego,  the  subject  and  object,  mind  and 
matter,  by  a  different  law.  The  act  which  affirms  that  this  particu- 
lar phenomenon  is  a  modification  of  Me,  virtually  affirms  that  the 
phenomenon  is  not  a  modification  of  anything  different  from  Me, 
and,  consequently,  implies  a  common  cognizance  of  self  and  not- 
self;  the  act  which  affirms  that  this  other  phenomenon  is  a  modifi- 
cation of  something  different  from  Me,  virtually  affirms  that  the 
phenomenon  is  not  a  modification  of  Me,  and,  consequently,  im- 
plies a  common  cognizance  of  not-self  and  self.    But  unless  we  are 
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prepared  to  maintain  that  the  faculty  cognizant  of  self  and  not-self 
is  different  from  the  faculty  cognizant  of  not-self  and  sel£  we  must 
allow  that  the  ego  and  non-ego  are  known  and  discriminated  in 
the  same  indivisible  act  of  knowledge.  What,  then,  is  the  faculty 
of  which  this  act  of  knowledge  is  the  energy  ?  It  cannot  be  Reid's 
consciousness,  for  that  is  cognizant  only  of  the  ego  or  mind, — it 
cannot  be  Reid's  perception,  for  that  is  cognizant  only  of  the  non- 
ego  or  matter.  But  as  the  act  cannot  be  denied,  so  the  faculty 
must  be  admitted.  It  is  not,  however,  to  be  found  in  Reid's  cata- 
logue. But  though  not  recognized  by  Reid  in  his  system,  its  neces- 
sity may,  even  on  his  hypothesis,  be  proved.  For  if  with  him  we 
allow  only  a  special  faculty  immediately  cognisant  of  the  ego,  and 
a  special  faculty  immediately  cognizant  of  the  non-ego,  we  are  at 
once  met  with  the  question,  By  what  faculty  are  the  ego  and  non- 
ego  discriminated?  We  cannot  say  by  consciousness,  for  that 
knows  nothing  but  mind,  —  we  cannot  say  by  perception,  for  that 
knows  nothing  but  matter.  But  as  mind  and  matter  are  never 
known  apart  and  by  themselves,  but  always  in  mutual  correlation 
and  contrast,  this  knowledge  of  them  in  connection  must  be  the 
function  of  some  faculty,  not  like  Reid's  consciousness  and  percep- 
tion, severally  limited  to  mind  and  to  matter  as  exclusive  objects, 
but  cognizant  of  them 'as  the  ego  and  non-ego,  —  as  the  two  terms 
of  a  relation.  It  is  thus  shown  that  an  act  and  a  faculty  must,  per- 
force, on  Reid's  own  hypothesis,  be  admitted,  in  which  these  two 
terms  shall  be  comprehended  together  in  the  unity  of  knowledge, 
—  in  short,  a  higher  consciousness,  embracing  Reid's  consciousness 
and  perception,  and  in  which  the  two  acts,  severally  cognitive  of 
mind  and  of  matter,  shall  be  comprehended,  and  reduced  to  unity 
and  correlation.  But  what  is  this  but  to  admit  at  last,  in  an  unphi- 
Iosophical  complexity,  the  common  consciousness  of  subject  and 
object,  of  mind  and  matter,  which  we  set  out  with  denying  in  its 
philosophical  simplicity? 

But,  in  the  second  place,  the  attempt  of  Reid  to  make  conscious- 
ness conversant  about  the  various  cognitive  fec- 
2°,  Reid's  limitation      ulties  to  the  exclusion  of  their  objects,  is  equally 
<rf«onsoio«aiittB  istoi-      impossible  in  regard  to  Perception,  as  we  have 

ITi^^S^  sbown  h  t0  be  in  relation  *>  Imagination  and 
edge  of  the  external  Memory ;  nay,  the  attempt,  in  the  case  of  per* 
world.  ception,  would,  if  allowed,  be  even  suicidal  of 

his  great  doctrine  of  our  immediate  knowledge 
of  the  external  world. 

Reid's  assertion,  that  we  are  conscious  of  the  act  of  perception, 
but  not  of  the  object  perceived,  involves,  first  of  all,  a  general 
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absurdity.    For  it  virtually  asserts  that  we  can  know  what  we  are 
not  conscious  of  knowing.    An  act  of  percep- 
it  fint  of  all  in-      tjon  jg  ^  ^  Qf  knOWiedge;  that  we  perceive, 
]J^JJJL  *  gwie  that  we  know.     Now,  if  in  perception  there 

be  an  external  reality  known,  but  of  which  ex- 
ternal reality  we  are,  on  Reid's  hypothesis,  not  conscious,  then  is 
there  an  object  known,  of  which  we  are  not  conscious.  But  as  we 
know  only  inasmuch  as  we  know  that  we  know, — in  other  words, 
inasmuch  as  we  are  conscious  that  we  know,— we  cannot  know 
an  object  without  being  conscious  of  that  object  as  known ;  conse- 
quently, we  cannot  perceive  an  object  without  being  conscious  of 
that  object  as  perceived. 

But,  again,  how  is  it  possible  that  we  can  be  conscious  of  an 
operation  of  perception,  unless  consciousness  be 
And  secondly,  it  de-      coextensive  with  that  act;  and  how  can  it  be 
of eonsotoiuiieniteett      coextensive  with  the  act,  and  not  also  convers- 
ant with  its  object?    An  act  of  knowledge  is 
only  possible  in  relation  to  an  object,*- and  it  is  an  act  of  one 
kind  or  another  only  by  special  relation  to  a  particular  object. 
Thus  the  object  at  once  determines  the  existence,  and  specifies  the 
character  of  the  existence,  of  the  intellectual  energy.     An  act  of 
knowledge  existing  and  being  what  it  is  Only  by  relation  to  its 
object,  it  is  manifest  that  the  act  can  be  known  only  through  the 
object  to  which  it  is  correlative;  and  Reid's  supposition  that  an 
operation  can  be  known  in  consciousness  to  the  exclusion  of  its 
object,  is  impossible.    For  example,  I  see  the  inkstand.    How  can 
I  be  conscious  that  my  present  modification  exists,  —  that  it  is  a 
perception,  and  not  another  mental  state, — that  it  is  a  perception 
of  sight  to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  sense,  —  and,  finally,  that 
it  is  a  perception  of  the  inkstand  and  of  the  inkstand  only, —  unless 
my  consciousness  comprehend  within  its  sphere  the  object,  which 
at  once  determines  the  existence  of  the  act,  qualifies  its  kind,  and 
distinguishes  its  individuality?    Annihilate  the  inkstand,  you  anni- 
hilate the  perception;  annihilate  the  consciousness  of  the  object, 
you  annihilate  the  consciousness  of  the  operation. 
It  undoubtedly  sounds  strange  to  say,  I  am  conscious  of  the 
inkstand,  instead  of  saying,  I  am  conscious  of 
whence  the  apparent      the  perception  of  the  inkstand.    This  I  admit, 
incongruity  of  the  ex-      but  the  admission  can  avail  nothing  to  Dr.  Reid, 

prenton,  "Consotoiu-        ^      A,  .  „    , 

new  of  the  object  in      *or  the  apparent  incongruity  of  the  expression 

perception."  arises  only  from  the  prevalence  of  that  doctrine 

of  perception  in  the  schools  of  philosophy,  which 

it  is  his  principal  merit  to  have  so  vigorously  assailed.    So  long 
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as  it  was  universally  assumed  by  the  learned,  that  the  mind  is  cog- 
nisant of  nothing  beyond,  either,  on  one  theory,  its  own  represent- 
ative modifications,  or,  on  another,  the  species,  ideas,  or  represent- 
ative entities,  different  from  itself  which  it  contains,  and  that  all  it 
knows  of  a  material  world  is  only  an  internal  representation  which, 
by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  it  mistakes  for  an  external  reality,— 
the  supposition  of  an  immediate  knowledge  of  material  phenomena 
was  regarded  only  as  a  vulgar,  an  nnphilosophical  illusion,  and  the 
term  consciousness,  which  was  exclusively  a  learned  or  technical 
expression  for  all  immediate  knowledge,  was,  consequently,  never 
employed  to  express  an  immediate  knowledge  of  aught  beyond 
the  mind  itself;  and  thus,  when  at  length,  by  Reid's  own  refutation 
of  the  prevailing  doctrine,  it  becomes  necessary  to  extend  the 
term  to  the  immediate  knowledge  of  external  objects,  this  exten- 
sion, so  discordant  with  philosophic  usage,  is,  by  the  force  of  asso- 
ciation and  custom,  felt  at  first  as  strange  and  even  contradictory, 
A  slight  consideration,  however,  is  sufficient  to  reconcile  us  to  the 
expression,  in  showing,  if  we  hold  the  doctrine  of  immediate  per- 
ception, the  necessity  of  not  limiting  consciousness  to  our  sub- 
jective states.  In  feet,  if  we  look  beneath  the  surface,  conscious- 
ness was  not,  in  general,  restricted,  even  ip  philosophical  usage,  to 
the  modifications  of  the  conscious  self.  That  great  majority  of 
philosophers  who  held  that,  in  perception,  we  know  nothing  of  the 
external  reality  as  existing,  but  that  we  are  immediately  cognizant 
only  of  a  representative  something,  different  both  from  the  object 
represented,  and  from  the  percipient  mind,  —  these  philosophers, 
one  and  all,  admitted  that  we  are  conscious  of  this  tertium  quid 
present  to,  but  not  a  modification  of,  mind, — for,  except  Reid  and 
his  school,  I  am  aware  of  no  philosophers  who  denied  that  con- 
sciousness was  coextensive  or  identical  with  immediate  knowledge. 

But,  in  the  third  place,  we  have  previously  reserved  a  supposition 
on  which  we  may  possibly  avoid  some  of  the 

8»,  a  snppodtion  self-contradictions  which  emerge  from  Reid's 
on  which  tome  of  the      proposing  as  the  object  of  consciousness  the 

relf-contradJctions  of         *\  r,     A  °      .     ,.  .  J 

Keid's  doctrine  may  act»  but  excluding  from  its  cognizance  the  ob- 
be  avoided.  ject,  of  perception ;  that  is,  the  object  of  its  own 

object.  The  supposition  is,  that  Dr.  Reid  com- 
mitted the  same  error  in  regard  to  perception,  which  he  did  in 
regard  to  memory  and  imagination,  and  that  in  maintaining  our 
immediate  knowledge  in  perception,  he  meant  nothing  more  than  to 
maintain,  that  the  mind  is  not,  in  that  act,  cognizant  of  any  repre- 
sentative object  different  from  its  own  modification,  of  any  tertium 
quid  ministering  between  itself  and  the  external  reality;  but  that, 
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in  perception,  the  mind  is  determined  itself  to  represent  the  un- 
known external  reality,  and  that,  on  this  self-representation,  he 
abusively  bestowed  the  name  of  immediate  knowledge,  in  contrast 
to  that  more  complex  theory  of  perception,  which  holds  that  there 
intervenes  between  the  percipient  mind  and  the  external  existence 
an  intermediate  something,  different  from  both,  by  which  the  former 
knows,  and  by  which  the  latter  is  represented.  On  the  supposition 
of  this  mistake,  we  may  believe  him  guiltless  of  the  others ;  and 
we  can  certainly,  on  this  ground,  more  easily  conceive  how  he  could 
accord  to  consciousness  a  knowledge  only  of  the  percipient  act,— 
meaning  by  that  act  the  representation  of  the  external  reality;  and 
how  he  could  deny  to  consciousness  a  knowledge  of  the  object  of 
perception,  —  meaning  by  that  object  the  unknown  reality  itself 
This  is  the  only  opinion  which  Dr.  Brown  and  others  ever  suspect 
him  of  maintaining ;  and  a  strong  case  might  certainly  be  made 
out  to  prove  that  this  view  of  his  doctrine  is  correct.  But  if  such 
were,  in  truth,  Reid's  opinion,  then  has  he  accomplished  nothing,— 
his  whole  philosophy  is  one  mighty  blunder.  For,  as  I  shall  here- 
after show,  idealism  finds  in  this  simpler  hypothesis  of  represent** 
tion  even  a  more  secure  foundation  than  on  the  other;  and,  in 
point  of  fact,  on  this  hypothesis,  the  most  philosophical  scheme  of 
idealism  that  exists,  — the  Egoistic  or  Fichtean,  is  established. 
Taking,  however,  the  general  analogy  of  Reid's  system,  and  a 
great  number  of  unambiguous  passages  into  ao* 

Thb8nppo«itionnn.       ^^  j  ^  gatisfied  thftt  thig  ^^  of  ^  d(K^ 
tenable.  ' 

trine  is  erroneous;  and  I  shall  endeavor,  when 
we  come  to  treat  of  mediate  and  immediate  knowledge,  to  explain 
how,  from  his  never  having  formed  to  himself  an  adequate  concep- 
tion of  these  under  all  their  possible  forms,  and  from  his  historical 
ignorance  of  them  as  actually  held  by  philosophers,  —  he  often 
appears  to  speak  in  contradiction  of  the  vital  doctrine  which,  in 
equity,  he  must  be  held  to  have  steadily  maintained. 
Besides  the  operations  we  have  already  considered,— Imagina- 
tion or  Conception,  Memory,  and  Perception, 
b*w  and  Stewart      which  Dr.  Reid  and  Mr.  Stewart  have  endeav* 
maintain,  that  Atten-      orea  to  discriminate  from  Consciousness,  there 

-~-HH  ~~*  JO.^      a1"6  further  to  be  considered  Attention  and  Re- 
ars acts  not  snN>ral- 

nate  to,  or  contained      flection,  which,  in  like  manner,  they  have  main- 
in.  oonactoiunett.  tained  to  be  an  act  or  acts,  not  subordinate  to, 

or  contained    in,   Consciousness.     But,  before 
proceeding  to  show  that  their  doctrine  on  this  point  is  almost 
equally  untenable  as  on  the  preceding,  it  is  necessary  to  clear  up  . 
some  confusion,  and  to  notice  oertain  collateral  errors. 
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In  the  first  place,  on  this  head,  these  philosophers  are  not  at  one ; 

for  Mr.  Stewart  seems  inadvertently  to  have 

Certain  collateral^      misrepresented  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Reid  in  re- 

rors  notioed.    Stewart  *  * 

misrepresents  BeidHi  g*T<*  to  ™e  meaning  and  difference  of  Atten- 
dootrina  of  the  mean-  tion  and  Reflection.  Reid  either  employs  these 
ing  and  diieretioe  of      terms  as  synonymous  expressions,  or  he  distin- 

Atteation  and  Befleo-  .  ,  '  *     .  i*  **      *•  i  *• 

t^  gttishes  them  only  by  making  attention  relative 

to  the  consciousness  and  perception  of  the  pres- 
ent; reflection  to  the  memory  of  the  past.  In  the  fifth  chapter  of 
the  second  Essay  on  the  Intellectual  Powers?  he  says,  "In  order, 
however,  to  oar  having  a  distinct  notion  of  any  of  the  operations 
of  our  own  minds,  it  is  not  enough  that  we  be  conscious  of  them, 
for  all  men  have  this  consciousness :  it  is  farther  necessary  that  we 
attend  to  them  while  they  are  exerted,  and  reflect  upon  them  with 
care  while  they  are  recent  and  fresh  in  our  memory.  It  is  neces- 
sary that,  by  employing  ourselves  frequently  in  this  way,  we  get 
the  habit  of  this  attention  and  reflection"  etc.  And  in  the  first 
chapter  of  the  sixth  Essay,  "Mr.  Locke,"  he  says,  "has  restricted 
the  word  reflection  to  that  which  is  employed  about  the  operations 
of  our  minds,  without  any  authority,  as  I  think,  from  custom,  the 
arbiter  of  language :  for  surely  I  may  reflect  upon  what  I  have  seen 
or  heard,  as  well  as  upon  what  I  have  thought.  The  word,  in  its 
proper  and  common  meaning,  is  equally  applicable  to  objects  of 
sense,  and  to  objects  of  consciousness.  He  has  likewise  confounded 
reflection  with  consciousness,  and  seems  not  to  have  been  aware 
that  they  are  different  powers,  and  appear  at  very  different  periods 
of  life."8  In  the  first  of  these  quotations,  Reid  might  use  attention 
in  relation  to  the  consciousness  of  the  present,  reflection,  to  the 
memory  of  the  past ;  but  in  the  second,  in  saying  that  reflection 
"is  equally  applicable  to  objects  of  sense  and  to  objects  of  con- 
sciousness," he  distinctly  indicates  that  the  two  terms  are  used  by 
him  as  convertible.  Reid  (I  may  notice  by  the 
Bald  w«mg  in  lib  way)  is  wholly  wrong  in  his  strictures  on  Locke 
""""If  thete^iu!  for  **is  w^™*6*  usage  of  the  term  reflection; 
flection.  for  it  was  not  until  after  his  time  that  the  term 

came,  by  WolfJ  to  be  philosophically  employed 
in  a  more  extended  signification  than  that  in  which  Locke  correctly 
applies  it.*    Reid  is  likewise  wrong,  if  we  literally  understand  his 


1  CoU.  Worto,  p.  268.  liquet  quid  sit  fkonltas  refleetendi,  scilicet 

3  ZMrf.,  p.  480.  quod  alt  ftumltas  attentfonem  suam  successive 

'  [Wolf;  Psychologia  Empirical  267:  "At-  ad eaqutt hire peroepUlneunt, pro arbi trio dl- 

teatfonis  successiva  directio  adea  qua)  in  re  rigendi."]  Eeid  is  further  criticized  in  the  Au- 

peroepta  instrat  didtux  R&exio.    Unde  timid  thorns  edition  of  his  works,  pp.  847,420. — Ed. 
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words,  in  saying  that  reflection  is  employed  in  common  language 

in  relation  to  objects  of  sense.    It  is  never  em* 

▲nd  in  laying  that      ployed  except  upon  the  mind  and  its  contents. 

^i^^tToi^  We  cannot  °*  "M  to  refoot  upon  any  external 
of  eenwi  object,  except  in  so  far  as  that  object  has  been 

previously  perceived,  and  its  image  become 
part  and  parcel  of  our  intellectual  furniture.  We  may  be  said  to 
reflect  upon  it  in  memory,  but  not  in  perception.    But  to  return. 

Reid,  therefore,  you  will  observe,  identifies  attention  and  reflec- 
tion. Now  Mr.  Stewart,  in  the  chapter  on  Attention  in  the  first 
volume  of  his  Elements?  says,  "  Some  important  observations  on 
the  subject  of  attention  occur  in  different  parts  of  Br.  Reid's  writ- 
ings ;  particularly  in  his  Essay*  on  the  Intellectual  Powers  of  Many 
p.  62,  and  his  Essays  on  the  Active  Powers  of  Man,  p.  78  e$  seg. 
To  this  ingenious  author  we  are  indebted  for  the  remark,  that  atten* 
tion  to  things  external  is  properly  called  observation;  and  attention 
to  the  subjects  of  our  consciousness,  reflection"* 

I  may,  however,  notice  a  more  important  inadvertence  of  Mr. 

Stewart,  and  this  it  is  the  more  requisite  to  do, 

Locke  not  the  first      M  ]^  aixthority  is  worthy  of  high  respect,  not 

•0  me  tile  term  Re*  «  a     i  •*  »  •     i       »  *  *» 

flection  in  its  psycho.  onv  on  a000*11*  off  philosophical  talent,  but  of 
logical  application.  historical  accuracy.  In  various  passages  of  his 
writings,  Mr.  Stewart  states  that  Locke  seems 
to  have  considered  the  employment  of  the  term  reflection,  in  its 
psychological  acceptation,  as  original  to  himself;  and  he  notices 
it  as  a  curious  circumstance  that  Sir  John  Davies,  Attorney-General 
to  Queen  Elizabeth,  should,  in  his  poem  on  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul,  have  employed  this  term  in  the  same  signification.  How  Mr. 
Stewart  could  have  fallen  into  this  error,  is  wholly  inconceivable. 
The  word,  as  employed  by  Locke,  was  in  common  use  in  every 
school  of  philosophy  for  fifteen  hundred  years  previous  to  the  pub- 
lication of  the  Essay  on  th&  Human  Understanding.  It  was  a 
terra  in  the  philosophy  both  of  Descartes,8  and  of  Gassendi;4  and 
it  was  borrowed  by  them  from  the  schoolmen,  with  whom  it  was 


l  Worh$,  toL  ii.  pp.  122, 123.  * (Deaoartas,  Bpiet.,  P.  Ii.,  Kp.  It.  (See  Gra- 

yer, £tnu  Fmilaiopkiqms,  toaa.  lv.  p.  116.}  Dfr 

S  This  distinction  has  been  attempted  by  la  Forge,  De  Menu  Humana,  Pnef.,  p.  9.] 
cabers.    [See  Keckermann,  Ojmio,  torn.  i.  p.*        «  [Gassendi,  Hkyma,  §  Hi.  Memb.  Poet.,  Hb. 

1612,  where  he  distinguishes  reflection, — inul-  ix.  o.  ft.    ( Opera,  Leyden,  1668;  toI.  it  p.  461. ) 

lectio  reflexa,  interna,  per  qnam  homo  iatelligit  "  Ad  seonndam  yero  operatlonem  pnesertim 

sauxn  lnteliectum,— from  the  tatetteetie  nMnu,  spsotat  ipsa  intellect**  ad  enam  •peratiolem ' 

qua  intellectes  alias  res  extra  se  posit**  par*  attentio,  reflexione  ilia  supra  actionem  pro* 

cijrtt.    See  also  Mazura.  Cam*  de  Philoeqphie,  priam,  qua  ae  intelligare  intaUiglt,  oogitatT* 

torn.  i.  p,  881.  — Ed.]  se  agitate."] 
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*  household  word.1  From  the  schoolmen,  indeed,  Locke  seems  to 
have  adopted  the  fundamental  principle  of  his  philosophy,  the 
derivation  of  our  knowledge  through  the  double  medium  of  sense 
and  reflection,— at  least,  some  of  them  had  in  terms  articulately 
enounced  this  principle  five  centuries  previous  to  the  English  phi- 
losopher, and  enounced  it  also  in  a  manner  far  more  correct  than 
was  done  hy  him  ;*  for  they  did  not,  like  Locke,  regard  reflection 
itself  as  a  source  of  knowledge, — thus  reducing  all  our  knowledge 
to  experience  and  its  generalization,  but  viewed  in  reflection  only 
the  channel  through  which,  along  with  the  contingent  phenomena 
of  our  internal  experience,  we  discover  the  necessary  judgments 
which  are  original  or  native  to  the  mind. 

There  is,  likewise,  another  oversight  of  Mr.  Stewart  which  I  may 
notice.  "  Although,"  he  says,  "  the  connection  between  attention 
and  memory  has  been  frequently  remarked  in  general  terms,  I  do 
not  recollect  that  the  power  of  attention  has  been  mentioned  by 
any  of  the  writers  on  pneumatology  in  their  enumeration  of  facul- 
ties of  the  mind ;  nor  has  it  been  considered  by  any  one,  so  far  as  I 
know,  as  of  sufficient  importance  to  deserve  a  particular  examina- 
tion."3 So  far  is  this  from  being  the  case  that  there  are  many  pre- 
vious authors  who  have  considered  attention  as  a  separate  faculty, 
and  treated  of  it  even  at  greater  length  than  Mr.  Stewart  himself 
This  is  true  not  only  of  the  celebrated  WoliJ4  but  of  the  whole 
Wolffian  school;  and  to  these  I  may  add  Condillao,*  Contzen,6  Tie- 
demann,7  Irwing,8  Malebranche*  and  many  others.  But  this  by  the 
way. 

Taking,  however,  Attention  and  Reflection  for  acts  of  the  same 
faculty,  and  supposing,  with  Mr.  Stewart,  that  reflection  is  properly 
attention  directed  to  the  phenomena  of  mind ;  observation,  atten- 


Z  (We  have  the  scholastic  broeard  pointing  arm.    Goelenlns,  Lexicon  Philosophiemn,  «.  ib* 

to  the  difficulties  of  the  study  of  self:  "  Be-  JUxus.    Keckermann,  Opera,  torn.  i.  pp.  1000, 

flexiva  cogftatio  ladle  fit  deflexiva."    See  1612.    Conimbrioenaea  in  Arist.  de  Anima,  pp. 

Keckennann,  Opera,  torn,  i  p.  466]  870,  878.] 

t  [See  Scotas,  Super  Vnivermdtbu*  P&rphyrii,  8  Elements,  I.  C.  3.    Collected  Work*,  vol.  ii.  p. 

Qa.  ill. :  "  Ad  tertium  dioo  quod  ill*  propos*  122. — Kd. 

itio  Aristotelis,  nihil  eat  in  intellectn  qnin  4  Psyeholegia  Empiriea,  {  28a,  eteeq. —Ed. 

prior  feerft  to  settau,  vera  est  deeo  quod  eat  *  Origins  dee  Cownoisantu  Hwmames,  part 

prtenm  intelligibile,  quod  est  seJUoet  quod  I  $  U.  eh.  2.— Ed. 

quid  estrei  mateiialia,  non  antem  de  omnibus  6  PreUctionte  Logica  et  Mttaphyricm  anctore 

perse  inteHigfMHbus;  quia  malta  perse  intel-  Adamo  Contzen;  Mechlin,  1880;  vol.  Hi.  p. 

ttgnatar,  son  quia  epeotan  ftcfont  in  senra,  81.  (Originally  published  in  1775-1790.) — Ed. 

sod  per  reflexiontm  intellectns."    (Br  the  7  Hamdbuchder  Pf*ckologie,p.  121.— Ed. 

Scotistt  the  act  of  Intellect  was  regarded  as  6  Erfahrungen  und  Untersuehvngen  Hber  den 

threefold :  Rectus, — CoUtmu,  —  Rejtenu.  See  Menscken  ron  karl  Franz  von  Irwing,  Berlin, 

Ctasrfastiaa  (a  Sarnano),  Tract,  de  S$emdi$  1777,  b.  i.  p.  411 ;  b.  ii.  p.  909.  -  Ed. 

hUentionibus;  Scot!  Opera,  p.  462.)     See  also  9  De  la  Recherche  de  laViriti,  lib.  111.  eh.  4; 

Philip  Mooeniciu,  ConUmplationt*  (1581),  pat-  lib.  vi.  eh.  2.    TraiU  de  la  Morale,  ch.  5.  -  £nw 
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tion  directed  to  the  phenomena  of  matter;  the  main  question 

comes  to  be  considered,  Is  attention  a  faculty 

it  Attention  a  fiw-      different  from  consciousness,  as  Reid  and  Stewart 

nlty    diflferent    from  ••**«».  *  .1  *  •*  « 

ooDtoioujnen  t  maintam  ?    As  the  latter  of  these  philosophers 

has  not  argued  the  point  himself,  but  merely 
refers  to  the  arguments  of  the  former  in  confirmation  of  their  com- 
mon doctrine,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  adduce  the  following  passage 
from  Reid,  in  which  his  doctrine  on  this  head  is 
fJ^to°fnVlkJI  contained.  KI  return,"  he  says,  "to  what  I 
tiog  mentioned  as  the  main  source  of  information  on 

this  subject,— attentive  reflection  upon  the 
operations  of  our  own  minds. . 

"  All  the  notions  we  have  of  mind  and  its  operations,  are,  by  Mr. 
Locke,  called  ideas  of  reflection.  A  man  may  have  as  distinct  no* 
tions  of  remembrance,  of  judgment,  of  will,  of  desire,  as  he  has  of 
any  object  whatever.  Such  notions,  as  Mr.  Locke  justly  observes, 
are  got  by  the  power  of  reflection.  But  what  is  this  power  of 
reflection  ?  '  It  is,'  says  the  same  author, ( that  power  by  which  the 
mind  turns  its  view  inward,  and  observes  its  own  actions  and  oper- 
ations.' He  observes  elsewhere,  'That  the  understanding,  like  the 
eye,  whilst  it  makes  us  see  and  perceive  all  other  things,  takes  no 
notice  of  itself;  and  that  it  requires  art  and  pains  to  set  it  at  a 
distance,  and  make  it  its  own  object.9 

"  This  power  of  the  understanding  to  make  its  own  operations  its 
object :  to  attend  to  them,  and  examine  them  on  all  sides,  is  the 
power  of  reflection,  by  which  alone  we  can  have  any  distinct  notion 
of  the  powers  of  our  own  or  of  other  minds. 

"This  reflection  ought  to  be  distinguished  from  consciousness* 
with  which  it  is  too  often  confounded,  even  by  Mr.  Locke.  All 
men  are  conscious  of  the  operations  of  their  own  minds,  at  all  times 
while  they  are  awake ;  but  there  are  few  who  reflect  upon  them,  or 
make  them  objects  of  thought." 1 

Dr.  Reid  has  rightly  said  that  attention  is  a  voluntary  act.  This 
remark  might  have  led  him  to  the  observation, 

What  Attention  la.  _  .        ,  _ 

that  attention  is  not  a  separate  faculty,  or  a  fac- 
ulty of  intelligence  at  all,  but  merely  an  act  of  will  or  desire,  sub* 
ordinate  to  a  certain  law  of  intelligence.  This  law  is,  that  the 
greater  the  number  of  objects  to  which  our  consciousness  is  sim- 
ultaneously extended,  the  smaller  is  the  intensity  with  which  it  is 
able  to  consider  each,  and  consequently  the  less  vivid  and  distinct 

1  InUiUctuai  Fbwen,  Estay  i.,  chap.  r.    CoU.  Works,  p.  289. 
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will  be  the  information  it  obtains  of  the  several  objects. l    This  law 
k  expressed  in  the  old  adage, 

"  Pluribus  intentus  minor  est  ad  singula  sensns." 

Such  being  the  law,  it  follows  that,  when  our  interest  in  any  par- 
ticular object  is  excited,  and  when  we  wish  to  obtain  all  the  knowl- 
edge concerning  it  in  our  power,  it  behooves  us  to  limit  our  consid- 
eration to  that  object,  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  This  is  done  by 
an  act  of  volition  or  desire,  which  is  called  attention.  But  to  view 
attention  as  a  special  act  of  intelligence,  and  to  distinguish  it  from 
consciousness,  is  utterly  inept.  Consciousness  may  be  compared  to 
a  telescope,  attention  to  the  pulling  out  or  in  of  the  tubes  in  accom- 
modating the  focus  to  the  object ;  and  we  might,  with  equal  justice, 
distinguish  in  the  eye,  the  adjustment  of  the  pupil  from  the  general 
organ  of  vision,  as,  in  the  mind,  distinguish  attention  from  consci- 
ousness as  separate  faculties.  Not,  however,  that  they  are  to  be 
accounted  the  same.  Attention  is  consciousness,  and  something 
more.  It  is  consciousness  voluntarily  applied,  under  its  law  of 
limitations,  to  some  determinate  object ;  it  is  consciousness  concen- 
trated. In  this  respect,  attention  is  an  interesting  subject  of  con- 
sideration ;  and  having  now  finished  what  I  proposed  in  proof  of 
the  position,  that  consciousness  is  not  a  special  faculty  of  knowl- 
edge, but  coextensive  with  all  our  cognitions, 
Attention  m  a  gca-      j  gjjau  proce€d  to  consider  it  in  its  various 

oral  phenomenon  of  -•       i     •  *   i       •         •  *  ' 

conftoiouimeet.  aspects  and  relations;  and  having  just  stated 

the  law  of  limitation,  I  shall  go  on  to  what 
I  have  to  say  in  regard  to  attention  as  a  general  phenomenon  of 
consciousness. 
And,  here,  \  have  first  to  consider  a  question  in  which  I  am 
again  sorry  to  find  myself  opposed  to  many 
monT  tlanT^in  le  distinguished  philosophers,  and  in  particular,  to 
object  at  trace  ?  one  whose  opinion  on  this,  as  on  every  other 

point  of  psychological  observation,  is  justly 
entitled  to  the  highest  consideration.  The  philosopher  I  allude 
to  is  Mr.  Stewart.  The  question  is,  Can  we  attend  to  more 
than  a  single  object  at  once?  For  if  attention  be  nothing  but  the 
concentration  of  consciousness  on  a  smaller  number  of  objects  than 
constitute  its  widest  compass  of  simultaneous  knowledge,  it  is  evi- 
dent that,  unless  this  widest  compass  of  consciousness  be  limited 
to  only  two  objects,  we  do  attend  when  we  converge  consciousness 
on  any  smaller  number  than  that  total  complement  of  objects 
which  it  can  embrace  at  once.    For  example,  if  we  suppose  that 

1  [Cf.  Stoeb.  Vber  den  Mensdun,  II.  ($73;  and  Fries,  AntMropohgie,  i.  88.] 
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the  number  of  objects  which  consciousness  can  simultaneously  ap- 
prehend be  six,  the  limitation  of  consciousness  to  fire,  or  four,  or 
three,  or  two,  or  one,  will  all  be  acts  of  attention,  different  in  de- 
gree, but  absolutely  identical  in  kind. 
Mr.  Stewart's  doctrine  is  as  follows:  — u Before,"  he  says,  "we 
leave  the  subject  of  Attention,  it  is  proper  to 

Sftewut  quoted   in        take  notice  of  ft  quegtion  WQicn  nas  Deen  8tated 
reference  to  this  que*-  .  .  ,      ,  , 

tion  with  respect  to  it;  whether  we  have  the  power 

of  attending  to  more  than  one  thing  at  one  and 
the  same  instant;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  we  can  attend,  at  one 
and  the  same  instant,  to  objects  which  we  can  attend  to  separately? 
This  question  has,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  been  already  decided 
by  several  philosophers  in  the  negative;  and  I  acknowledge,  for 
my  own  part,  that  although  their  opinion  has  not  only  been  called 
in  question  by  others,  but  even  treated  with  some  degree  of  con- 
tempt as  altogether  hypothetical,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  the  most 
reasonable  and  philosophical  that  we  can  form  on  the  subject. 

"  There  is,  indeed,  a  great  variety  of  cases  in  which  the  mind 
apparently  exerts  different  acts  of  attention  at  once ;  but  from  the 
instances  which  have  already  been  mentioned,  of  the  astonishing 
rapidity  of  thought,  it  is  obvious  that  all  this  may  be  explained 
without  supposing  those  acts  to  be  coexistent;  and  I  may  even 
venture  to  add,  it  may  all  be  explained  in  the  most  satisfactory 
manner,  without  ascribing  to  our  intellectual  operations  a  greater 
degree  of  rapidity  than  that  with  which  we  know,  from  the  fact, 
that  they  are  sometimes  carried  on.  The  effect  of  practice  in  in- 
creasing this  capacity  of  apparently  attending  to  different  things  at 
once,  renders  this  explanation  of  the  phenomenon  in  question  more 
probable  than  any  other. 

"  The  case  of  the  equilibrist  and  rope-dancer  already  mentioned, 
is  particularly  favorable  to  this  explanation,  as  it  affords  direct  evi- 
dence of  the  possibility  of  the  mind's  exerting  different  successive 
acts  in  an  interval  of  time  so  short,  as  to  produce  the  same  sensible 
effect  as  if  they  had  been  exerted  at  one  and  the  same  moment. 
In  this  case,  indeed,  the  rapidity  of  thought  is  so  remarkable,  that 
if  the  different  acts  of  the  mind  were  not  all  necessarily  accom- 
panied with  different  movements  of  the  eye,  there  can  be  no  reason 
for  doubting  that  the  philosophers  whose  doctrine  I  am  now  con- 
troverting, would  have  asserted  that  they  are  all  mathematically 
coexistent. 

a  Upon  a  question,  however,  of  this  sort,  which  does  not  admit 
of  a  perfectly  direct  appeal  to  the  fact,  I  would  by  no  means  be  un- 
derstood to  decide  with  confidence;  and,  therefore,  I  should  wish 
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the  conclusions  I  am  now  to  state,  to  be  received  as  only  condition- 
ally established.  They  are  necessary  and  obvious  consequences  of 
the  general  principle,  '  that  the  mind  can  only  attend  to  one  thing 
at  once ;'  but  must  stand  or  fall  with  the  truth  of  that  supposition. 

a  It  is  commonly  understood,  I  believe,  that  in  a  concert  of  music, 
a  good  ear  can  attend  to  the  different  parts  of  the  music  separately, 
or  can  attend  to  them  all  at  once,  and  feel  the  full  effect  of  the  har- 
mony. If  the  doctrine,  however,  which  I  have  endeavored  to 
establish  be  admitted,  it  will  follow  that  in  the  latter  case  the  mind 
is  constantly  varying  its  attention  from  the  one  part  of  the  music  to 
the  other,  and  that  its  operations  are  so  rapid  as  to  give  us  no  per- 
ception  of  an  interval  of  time. 

tt  The  same  doctrine  leads  to  some  curious  conclusions  with  re- 
spect to  vision.  Suppose  the  eye  to  be  fixed  in  a  particular  position, 
and  the  picture  of  an  object  to  be  painted  on  the  retina.  Does  the 
mind  perceive  the  complete  figure  of  the  object  at  once,  or  is  this 
perception  the  result  of  the  various  perceptions  we  have  of  the 
different  points  in  the  outline  P  With  respect  to  this  question, 
the  principles  already  stated  lead  me  to  conclude  that  the  mind 
does  at  one  and  the  same  time  perceive  every  point  in  the  outline  of 
the  object,  (provided  the  whole  of  it  be  painted  on  the  retina  at 
the  same  instant,;  for  perception,  like  consciousness,  is  an  involun- 
tary operation.  As  no  two  points,  however,  of  the  outline  are  in 
the  same  direction,  every  point  by  itself  constitutes  just  as  distinct 
an  object  of  attention  to  the  mind,  as  if  it  were  separated  by  an 
interval  of  empty  space  from  all  the  rest.  If  the  doctrine,  there- 
fore, formerly  stated  be  just,  it  is  impossible  for  the  mind  to  attend 
to  more  than  one  of  these  points  at  once ;  and  as  the  perception 
of  the  figure  of  the  object  implies  a  knowledge  of  the  relative  situ- 
ation of  the  different  points  with  respect  to  each  other,  we  must 
conclude  that  the  perception  of  figure  by  the  eye  is  the  result  of 
a  number  of  different  acts  of  attention.  These  acts  of  attention, 
however,  are  performed  with  such  rapidity,  that  the  effect,  with 
respect  to  us,  is  the  same  as  if  the  perception  were  instantaneous. 

"  In  farther  confirmation  of  this  reasoning,  it  may  be  remarked, 
that  if  the  perception  of  visible  figure  were  an  immediate  conse- 
quence of  the  picture  on  the  retina,  we  should  have,  at  the  first 
glance,  as  distinct  an  idea  of  a  figure  of  a  thousand  sides  as  of  a 
triangle  or  a  square.  The  truth  is,  that  when  the  figure  is  very 
simple,  the  process  of  the  mind  is  so  rapid  that  the  perception 
seems  to  be  instantaneous;  but  when  the  sides  are  multiplied 
beyond  a  certain  number,  the  interval  of  time  necessary  for  these 
different  acts  of  attention  becomes  perceptible. 
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u  It  may,  perhaps,  be  asked  what  I  mean  by  a  point  in  the  outline 
of  a  figure,  and  what  it  is  that  constitutes  this  point  one  object  of 
attention.  The  answer,  I  apprehend,  is  that  this  point  is  the  mini- 
mum visibUe.  If  the  point  be  less,  we  cannot  perceive  it;  if  it  be 
greater,  it  is  not  all  seen  in  one  direction. 

"  If  these  observations  be  admitted,  it  will  follow  that,  without 
the  faculty  of  memory,  we  could  have  had  no  perception  of  visible 
figure."1 

On  this  point,  Dr.  Brown  not  only  coincides  with  Mr.  Stewart 

in  regard  to  the  special  fact  of  attention,  but 

-^I!*11  J*olnc,d6*  asserts  in  general  that  the  mind  cannot  exist  at 
with  Stewart.  s 

the  same  moment  in  two  different  states,  that 

is,  in  two  states  in  either  of  which  it  can  exist  separately.  tt  If  the 
mind  of  man,"  he  says,  u  and  all  the  changes  which  take  place  in 
it,  from  the  first  feeling  with  which  life  commenced  to  the  last  with 
which  it  closes,  could  be  made  visible  to  any  other  thinking  being, 
a  certain  series  of  feelings  alone,  —  that  is  to  say,  a  certain  number 
of  successive  states  of  mind,  would  be  distinguishable  in  it,  form- 
ing indeed  a  variety  of  sensations,  and  thoughts,  and  passions,  as 
momentary  states  of  the  mind,  but  all  of  them  existing  individu- 
ally, and  successively  to  each  other.  To  suppose  the  mind  to 
exist  in  two  different  states,  in  the  same  moment,  is  a  manifest 
absurdity." ' 

I  shall  consider  these  statements  in  detail.  Mr.  Stewart's  first 
illustration  of  his  doctrine  is  drawn  from  a  con- 

Criticiam  of  Stew-  cert  of  music,  in  which,  he  says,  u  a  good  ear 
VH!J°!!?!le'  J^H      can  *ttend  to  the  different  parts  of  the  music 

first  illustration  from 

the  1**1^-^"*  of  separately,  or  can  attend  to  them  all  at  once, 
•oand.  and  feel  the  full  effect  of  the  harmony."    This 

example,  however,  appears  to  me  to  amount  to 
a  reduction  of  his  opinion  to  the  impossible.  What  are  the  facts 
in  this  example?  In  a  musical  concert,  we  have  a  multitude  of 
different  instruments  and  voices  emitting  at  once  an  infinity  of 
different  sounds.  These  all  reach  the  ear  at  the  same  indivisible 
moment  in  which  they  perish,  and,  consequently,  if  heard  at  all, 
much  more  if  their  mutual  relation  or  harmony  be  perceived,  they 
must  be  all  heard  simultaneously.  This  is  evident.  For  if  the 
mind  can  attend  to  each  minimum  of  sound  only  successively,  it, 
consequently,  requires  a  minimum  of  time  in  which  it  is  exclusively 
occupied  with  each  minimum  of  sound.    Now,  in  this  minimum  of 


1  Element* ,  vol.  i.  Chap.  3.    Works,  toI.  tt.  p.         2  Lectures  on  the  Philosophy  of  the  Humem 
140—148.  Mind;  Lect  xl.  p.  67,  (ed.  1880). — Jto. 
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time,  there  coexist  with  it,  and  with  it  perish,  many  minima  of 
sound  which,  ex  hypothesi,  are  not  perceived,  are  not  heard,  as  not 
attended  to.    In  a  concert,  therefore,  on  this  doctrine,  a  small  num- 
ber of  sounds  only  could  be  perceived,  and  above  this  petty  maxi- 
mum, all  sounds  would  be  to  the  ear  as  zero.    But  what  is  the 
feet?    No  concert,  however  numerous  its  instruments,  has  yet  been 
found  to  have  reached,  far  less  to  have  surpassed,  the  capacity  of 
mind  and  its  organ. 
But  it  is  even  more  impossible,  on  this  hypothesis,  to  understand 
how  we  can  perceive  the  relation  of  different 
impossible,  on  Stow-      sounds,  that  is,  have  any  feeling  of  the  harmony 
mrfi  doctrine  to  «n-      of  ft  concert#    in  ftfe  respect,  it  is,  indeed,  fdo 

perceive  the  relation      *  8e*    **  k  maintained  that  we  cannot  attend 
of  different  sounds.         at  once  to  two  sounds,  we  cannot  perceive  them 

as  coexistent,  —  consequently,  the  feeling  of  har- 
mony of  which  we  are  conscious,  must  proceed  from  the  feeling 
of  the  relation  of  these  sounds  as  successively  perceived  in  different 
points  of  time.  We  must,  therefore,  compare  the  past  sound,  as 
retained  in  memory,  with  the  present,  as  actually  perceived.  But 
this  is  impossible  on  the  hypothesis  itself.  For  we  must,  in  this 
case,  attend  to  the  past  sound  in  memory,  and  to  the  present  sound 
in  sense  at  once,  or  they  will  not  be  perceived  in  mutual  relation  as 
harmonic.  But  one  sound  in  memory  and  another  sound  in  sense, 
are  as  much  two  different  objects  as  two  different  sounds  in  sense. 
Therefore,  one  of  two  conclusions  is  inevitable,  —  either  we  can 
attend  to  two  different  objects  at  once,  and  the  hypothesis  is  dis- 
proved, or  we  cannot,  and  all  knowledge  of  relation  and  harmony 
is  impossible,'  which  is  absurd. 
The  consequences  of  this  doctrine  are  equally  startling,  as  taken 

from  Mr.  Stewart's  second  illustration  from  the 

Hb  second  Miittra-      phenomena  of  -vision.    He  holds  that  the  per- 

^enTrf  ^on^      ception  of  figure  by  the  eye  is  the  result  of  a 

number  of  separate  acts  of  attention,  and  that 
each  act  of  attention  has  for  its  object  a  point  the  least  that  can  be 
seen,  the  minimum  visibile.  On  this  hypothesis,  we  must  suppose 
that,  at  every  instantaneous  opening  of  the  eyelids,  the  moment 
sufficient  for  us  to  take  in  the  figure  of  the  objects  comprehended 
in  the  sphere  of  vision,  is  subdivided  into  almost  infinitesimal  parts, 
in  each  of  which  a  separate  act  of  attention  is  performed.  This 
is,  of  itself,  sufficiently  inconceivable.  But  this  being  admitted,  no 
difficulty  is  removed.  The  separate  acts  must  be  laid  up  in  memory, 
in  imagination.     But  how  are  they  there  to  form  a  single  whole, 
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unless  ire  can,  in  imagination,  attend  to  all  the  minima  visibilia 
together,  which  in  perception  we  could  only  attend  to  severally  f 
On  this  subject  I  shall,  however,  have  a  more  appropriate  occasion 
of  speaking,  when  I  consider  Mr.  Stewart's  doctrine  of  the  relation 
of  color  to  extension. 


LECTURE    XIV. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,— ATTENTION   IN   GENERAL. 

Ik  the  former  part  of  our  last  Lecture,  I  concluded  the  argu- 
ment against  Reid's  analysis  of  Consciousness 
^^       on*  into  a  special  faculty,  and  showed  you  that, 

even  in  relation  to  Perception,  (the  faculty  by  which  we  obtain  a 
knowledge  of  the  material  universe,)  Consciousness  is  still  the 
common  ground  in  which  every  cognitive  operation  has  its  root. 
I  then  proceeded  to  prove  the  same  in  regard  to  Attention.  After 
some  observations  touching  the  confusion  among  philosophers,  more 
or  less  extensive,  in  the  meaning  of  the  term  reflection,  as  a  sub- 
ordinate modification  of  attention,  I  endeavored  to  explain  to  you 
what  attention  properly  is,  and  in  what  relation  it  stands  to  con- 
sciousness. I  stated  that  attention  is  consciousness  applied  to  an 
act  of  will  or  desire  under  a  particular  law.  In  so  far  as  attention 
is  an  act  of  the  conative  faculty,  it  is  not  an  act  of  knowledge  at 
all,  for  the  mere  will  or  desire  of  knowing  is  not  an  act  of  cogni- 
tion. But  the  act  of  the  conative  faculty  is  exerted  by  relation  to 
a  certain  law  of  consciousness,  or  knowledge,  or  intelligence.  This 
law,  which  we  call  the  Law  of  Limitation,  is,  that  the  intension  of 
our  knowledge  is  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  its  extension, — in  other 
words,  that  the  fewer  objects  we  consider  at  once,  the  clearer  and 
more  distinct  will  be  our  knowledge  of  them.  Hence  the  more 
vividly  we  will  or  desire  that  a  certain  object  should  be  clearly  and 
distinctly  known,  the  more  do  we  concentrate  consciousness  through 
some  special  faculty  upon  it.  I  omitted,  I  find,  to  state  that  I  think 
Reid  and  Stewart  incorrect  in  asserting  that  attention  is  only  a 
voluntary  act,  meaning  by  the  expression  voluntary,  an  act  of  free- 
will. I  am  far  from  maintaining,  as  Brown  and  others  do,  that  all 
will  is  desire ;  but  still  I  am  persuaded  that  we 

Attention  poadbie      are  frequently  determined  to  an  act  of  atten- 
witbont  an  act  of  free- 
^  tion,  as  to  many  other  acts,  independently  of 

our  free  and  deliberate  volition.     Nor  is  it,  I 

conceive,  possible  to  hold  that,  though  immediately  determined  to 
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an  act  of  attention  by  desire,  it  is  only  by  the  permission  of  our 
will  that  this  is  done ;  consequently,  that  every  act  of  attention  is 
still  under  the  control  of  our  volition.  This  I  cannot  maintain. 
Let  us  take  an  example:  —  When  occupied  with  other  matters,  a 
person  may  speak  to  us,  or  the  clock  may  strike,  without  our  hav- 
ing any  consciousness  of  the  sound;1  but  it  is  wholly  impossible 
for  us  to  remain  in  this  state  of  unconsciousness  intentionally  and 
with  will.  We  cannot  determinately  refuse  to  hear  by  voluntarily 
withholding  our  attention;  and  we  can  no  more  open  our  eyes, 
and,  by  an  act  of  will,  avert  our  mind  from  all  perception  of  sight, 
than  we  can,  by  an  act  of  will,  cease  to  live.  We  may  close  our 
ears  or  shut  our  eyes,  as  we  may  commit  suicide;  but  we  cannot, 
with  our  organs  unobstructed,  wholly  refuse  our  attention  at  will. 
It,  therefore,  appears  to  me  the  more  correct  doctrine  to  hold  that 
there  is  no  consciousness  without  attention,  —  without  concentra- 
tion, but  that  attention  is  of  three  degrees  or  kinds.  The  first,  a 
mere  vital  and  irresistible  act;  the  second,  an 
Attention  of  three  ^  determined  by  desire,  which,  though  invol- 
untary, may  be  resisted  by  our  will;  the  third, 
an  act  determined  by  a  deliberate  volition.  An  act  of  attention,  — 
that  is,  an  act  of  concentration,  —  seems  thus  necessary  to  every 
exertion  of  consciousness,  as  a  certain  contraction  of  the  pupil  is 
requisite  to  every  exercise  of  vision.  We  have  formerly  noticed, 
that  discrimination  is  a  condition  of  consciousness ;  and  a  discrimi- 
nation is  only  possible  by  a  concentrative  act,  or  act  of  attention. 
This,  however,  which  corresponds  to  the  lowest  degree,  —  to  the 
mere  vital  or  automatic  act  of  attention,  has  been  refused  the  name; 
and  attention^  in  contradistinction  to  this  mere  automatic  contrac- 
tion, given  to  the  two  other  degrees,  of  which,  however,  Beid  only 
recognizes  the  third. 
Attention,  then,  is  to  consciousness,  what  the  contraction  of  the 
pupil  is  to  sight;  or  to  the  eye  of  the  mind, 
Nature  ud [import-  wnajj  tne  microscope  or  telescope  is  to  the  bod- 
ily eye.  The  faculty  of  attention  is  not,  there- 
fore, a  special  faculty,  but  merely  consciousness  acting  under  the  law 
of  limitation  to  which  it  is  subjected.  But  whatever  be  its  rela- 
tions to  the  special  faculties,  attention  doubles  all  their  efficiency, 
and  affords  them  a  power  of  which  they  would  otherwise  be  des- 
titute. It  is,  in  fact,  as  we  are  at  present  constituted,  the  primary 
condition  of  their  activity. 

Having  thus  concluded  the  discussion  of  the  question  regarding 
the  relation  of  consciousness  to  the  other  cognitive  faculties,  I 

1  See  Beid,  Active  Powers,  Esiay  ii.  oh.  8.     Workt,  p.  687. —Ed, 
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prooeeded  to  consider  various  questions,  which,  as  not  peculiar  to 

any  of  the  special  faculties,  fall  to  be  discussed 

can  we  attend  to      nnaer  the  head  of  consciousness,  and  I  com- 

more  than  a  single  ob-  _      .  ,      .  .  ,  ,  -„.      . 

ject  at  onoct  menced  with  the  cunous  problem,  Whether  we 

can  attend  to  more  than  a  single  object  at  once. 
Mr.  Stewart  maintains,  though  not  without  hesitation,  the  nega- 
tive. I  endeavored  to  show  you  that  his  arguments  are  not  con* 
elusive,  and  that  they  even  involve  suppositions  which  are  so  mon- 
strous as  to  reduce  the  thesis  he  supports  ad  impossible.  I  have 
now  only  to  say  a  word  in  answer  to  Dr.  Brown's 
Brown'i  doctrine,  assertion  of  the  same  proposition,  though  in  dif- 
that  the  mind  cannot      ferent  terms.    In  the  passage  I  adduced  in  our 

•xtet  at  the  same  mo-        .     .    T  v  ,        . -  _. 

ment  in  two  diAore&t      *M*  Lecture,  he  commences  by  the  assertion, 
states.  that  the  mind  cannot  exist,  at  the  same  mo- 

ment, in  two  different  states, — that  is,  in  two 
states  in  either  of  which  it  can  exist  separately,  and  concludes  with 
the  averment  that  the  contrary  supposition  is  a  manifest  absurdity. 
I  find  the  same  doctrine  maintained  by  Locke 
Thb  doctrine  main.      m  ifoatnraluable,  but  neglected,  treatise  entitled 

tanned  hy  Juocke* 

An  Examination  of  Pere  MalebranchJs  Opin* 
ion  of  Seeing  aU  Things  in  God.  In  the  thirty-ninth  section  he 
says:  "Different  sentiments  are  different  modifications  of  the  mind. 
The  mind  or  the  soul  that  perceives,  is  one  immaterial,  indivisible 
substance.  Now,  I  see  the  white  and  black  on  this  paper,  I  hear 
one  singing  in  the  next  room,  I  feel  the  warmth  of  the  fire  I  sit  by, 
and  I  taste  an  apple  I  am  eating,  and  all  this  at  the  same  time. 
Now,  I  ask,  take  modification  for  what  you  please,  can  the  same 
unextended,  indivisible  substance  have  different,  nay,  inconsistent 
and  opposite,  (as  these  of  white  and  black  must  be,)  modifications 
at  the  same  time  ?  Or  must  we  suppose  distinct  parts  in  an  indi- 
visible substance,  one  for  black,  another  for  white,  and  another  for 
red  ideas,  and  so  of  the  rest  of  those  infinite  sensations  which  we 
have  in  sorts  and  degrees ;  all  which  we  can  distinctly  perceive, 
and  so  are  distinct  ideas,  some  whereof  are  opposite  as  heat  and 
cold,  which  yet  a  man  may  feel  at  the  same  time  ?  "  Leibnitz  has 
not  only  given  a  refutation  of  Locke's  Essay,  but  likewise  of  his 
Examination  of  MoUebranche.    In  reference  to  the  passage  I  have 

just  quoted  Leibnitz  says:  "Mr.  Locke  asks, 
opposed  by  Leib-      i@an  ^  game  unextended,  indivisible  substance, 

have  different,  nay,  inconsistent  and  opposite 
modifications,  at  the  same  time  ? '  I  reply,  it  can.  What  is  incon- 
sistent in  the  same  object,  is  not  inconsistent  in  the  representation 
of  different  objects  which  we  conceive  at  the  same  moment.    For 
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this  there  is  no  necessity  that  there  should  be  different  parts  in  the 
soul,  as  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  different  parts  in 
the  point  on  which,  however,  different  angles  rest."1  The  same 
thing  had,  however,  been  even  better  said  by 
AM*)*  opfOMdto  Aristotle,  whose  doctrine  I  prefer  translating  to 
foregoing  doctrine.  y(>11>  ^  mojn  perspicuous,  in  the  following  pas- 

phrtaed  lb?  FhUopo-      ^fif6  &°m  Joannes  Grammaticos,  (better  known 
bus.  by  the  surname  Philoponus,) — a  Greek  philoso- 

pher, who  flourished  towards  the  middle  of  the 
sixth  century.  It  is  taken  from  the  Prologue  to  his  valuable  com- 
mentary on  the  De  Anima  of  Aristotle ;  and,  what  is  curious,  the 
very  supposition  which  on  Locke's  doctrine  would  infer  the  cor- 
poreal nature  of  mind,  is  alleged,  by  the  AristoteEans  and  Con- 
dillao,  in  proof  of  its  immateriality.  u  Nothing  bodily,"  says  Aris- 
totle, "  can,  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same  part,  receive  contraries. 
The  finger  cannot  at  once  be  wholly  participant  of  white  and  of 
black,  nor  can  it,  at  once  and  in  the  same  place,  be  both  hot  and 
cold.  But  the  sense  at  the  same  moment  apprehends  contraries. 
Wherefore,  it  knows  that  this  is  first,  and  that  second,  and  that  it 
discriminates  the  black  from  the  white.  In  what  manner,  there- 
fore, does  sight  simultaneously  perceive  contraries?  Does  it  do  so 
by  the  same?  or  does  it  by  one  part  apprehend  black,  by  another 
white  ?  If  it  does  so  by  the  same,  it  must  apprehend  these  with- 
out parts,  and  it  is  incorporeal.  But  if  by  one  part  it  apprehends 
this  quality,  and  by  another  that,  —  this,  he  says,  is  the  same  as 
if  I  perceived  this,  and  you  that.  But  it  is  necessary  that  that 
which  judges  should  be  one  and  the  same,  and  that  it  should  even 
apprehend  by  the  same  the  objects  which  are  judged.  Body  can- 
not, at  the  same  moment  and  by  the  same  part,  apply  itself  to  con- 
traries or  things  absolutely  different.  Bui  sense  at  once  applies 
itself  to  black  and  to  white ;  it,  therefore,  applies  itself  indivisibly. 
It  is  thus  shown  to  be  incorporeal.  For  if  by  one  part  it  appre- 
hended white,  by  another  part  apprehended  black,  it  could  not 
discern  the  one  color  from  the  other;  for  no  one  can  distinguish 
that  which  is  perceived  by  himself  as  different  from  that  which  is 
perceived  by  another." a    So  far,  Philoponus. 

1  Remarque*  tur  U  Sentiment  dm  Pert  Mole-  ty  K*X*F*r*t*o*  oVWxtroi  tfpivw  trt  ero- 

bmneke ;  Open  PhUosophica^  edit  Erdmaxm,  p.  poW  ro  yXvtcb  row  A«v*ev»  AAAA  Of*  M  rm 

451- -Ed-  IfKpw  d$\a  ebuu    Othm  fa  yitp  *&>  «i  row 

«The  text  of  Aristotle  here  partially  par-  fa  Jy*  rov  tt  <ri>  ofedoio,  Vfav  ay  cfif  *n 

aphrased,  (Procem,  f.  Sb  ed.  1585),  and  more  ^pa  fcU^Aw    A«  5e  to  *?  *eyw  ©V#  *r«- 

ftdly  in  CommenUijon  texts,  144.   140,  is  as  pw  UtpoyyaprbyKvKkr^Kmmw,    Aeyot 

follows;  — *H  iral  8rj\oy  Zn  ^  trapt  oIk  fort  apa  to  airr6'    *Ootc  As  Aeyti*  ovr«  «al  rou 

to  t<TX<*T<*  debtrrMptor  avayitn  yap  fr  koI  afrdaWcu.   "On  fa  o&v  o*x  «&**»  rt  *•- 

fere/Mnor  alnov  mplntr  to  tpiyor.     Otfrt  x^f"*^*™*  Kplvw  ra  K«x*p«r/*'«*»  &>»Ao* 
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Dr.  Brown  caHs  the  sensation  of  Bweet  one  mental  state,  the  sen- 
sation of  cold  another;  and  as  the  one  of  these 

d^T10' BtOW**  *****  m*y  *****  "9f^hoxtt  **">  <*her>  rte7  ***  con- 
sequently different  states.  But  will  it  be  main- 
tained that  we  cannot,  at  one  and  the  same  moment,  feel  the 
sensations  of  sweet  and  cold,  or  that  sensations  forming  apart  differ- 
ent states,  do,  when  coexistent  in  the  same  subject,  form  onlj  a 
single  state  ? 

The  doctrine  that  the  mind  can  attend  to,  or  be  conscious  of,  only 
a  single  object  at  a  time,  would,  in  fact,  in- 
rvrtmhalo^hf**  volve  the  conclusion  that  all  comparison  and 
discrimination  are  impossible;  but  comparison 
and  discrimination  being  possible,  this  possibility  disproves  the  truth 
of  the  counter  proposition.  An  act  of  comparison  or  discrimination 
supposes  that  we  are  able  to  comprehend,  in  one  indivisible  con- 
sciousness, the  different  objects  to  be  compared  or  discriminated. 
Were  I  only  conscious  of  one  object  at  one  time,  I  could  never 
possibly  bring  them  into  relation ;  each  could  be  apprehended  only 
separately,  and  for  itself  For  in  the  moment  in  which  I  am  con- 
scious of  the  object  A,  I  am,  ex  hypothesis  unconscious  of  the  object 
B ;  and  in  the  moment  I  am  conscious  of  the  object  B,  I  am  uncon- 
scious of  the  object  A.  So  far,  in  fact,  from  consciousness  not  being 
competent  to  the  cognizance  of  two  things  at  once,  it  is  only 
possible  under  that  cognizance  as  its  condition.  For  without 
discrimination  there  could  be  no  consciousness ;  and  discrimination 
necessarily  supposes  two  terms  to  be  discriminated. 

No  judgment  could  be  possible  were  not  the  subject  and  predicate 
of  a  proposition  thought  together  by  the  mind,  although  expressed 
in  language  one  after  the  other.  Nay,  as  Aristotle  has  observed,  a 
syllogism  forms  in  thought  one  simultaneous  act  j1  and  it  is  only  the 
necessity  of  retailing  it  piecemeal  and  by  succession,  in  order  to 
accommodate  thought  to  the  imperfection  of  its  vehicle,  language, 
that  affords  the  appearance  of  a  consecutive  existence.  Some 
languages,  as  the  Sanscrit,  the  Latin,  and  the  Greek,  express  the 
syntactical  relations  by  flexion,  and  not  by  mere  juxtaposition. 

Sri  o*  oflT  #V  NcxMpffpfop  X****  tVr«&«jr.  the  relatta  commentary  by  FhttDponos.  — 

"0*Vf  o  -yap  to  airrb  \(yn  fot  frrcpor,  to  ayo*  £»• 

do**  *al  to  konoV,  oCrm  hoi  ore  dcCrcpor  X^yti         1  This  Is  said  by  Aristotle  of  the  act  of  Jadg- 

OTi  frcpey  ko4  dritrepor,  o&  Kara  *tp£«0ipr»s  ment;  bat  the  remark  applies  to  that  of  rea- 

to  ore*  Xeya?  8*,  day  pun  Aty»  Sri  OTtoo?,  soning  also.    See  Xfc  Ammo,  iii.  0:   *£*  off 

•ft  peVro*  5t4  m  tVcpor.    'AAA.'  effr*  \4yti*  to  ^cfto*  *ai  to  aAn&«f ,  ait^ttris  tis  469 

at*  rdr,  *o)  0V1  rw*  %ia  Spa.    "Cut*  ax«S-  rmiftdrmv  &mp  b>  Ivrmw To 

parror  «a)  «V  axejpiVTei  xpoV*-     &  Aninuk,  St  ft>  vmovp,  roaVo  0  rovt  eWror.  — E*. 
lifelil.  c2,ill.    Cf.  Hft, 10,1*,  18,  l*\whh 
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Their  sentences  are  thus  bound  up  in  one  organic  whole,  the  prece- 
ding parts  remaining  suspended  in  the  mind,  till  the  meaning,  like 
an  electric  spark,  is  flashed  from  the  conclusion  to  the  commence- 
ment. This  is  the.  reason  of  the  greater  rhetorical  effect  of  termin- 
ating the  Latin  period  by  the  verb.  And  to  take  a  more  elementary 
example,  —  "How  could  the  mind  comprehend  these  words  of 
Horace, 

'  Bacchum  in  remotte  carmlns  rupfbos 
Vidl  docentem,' 

unless  it  could  seize  at  once  those  images  in  which  the  adjectives 

are  separated  from  their  substantives  ?  " x 

The  modern  philosophers  who  have  agitated  this  question,  are  not 

aware  that  it  was  once  canvassed  likewise  in 

This  quartan  oan-      ^  BCh00ig  0f  the  middle  ages.    It  was  there 

of  the  middle  ages.  expressed  by  the  proposition,  Posaitne  intellectus 

no8ter  plura  simtd   intettigere.*     Maintaining 

the  negative,  we  find  St.  Thomas,  Cajetanus,  Ferrariensis,  Capri- 

olus,  Hervnus,  Alexander  Alensis,  Albertus  Magnus,  and  Durandus; 

while  the  affirmative  was  asserted  by  Scotus,   Occam,  Gregorius 

Ariminensis,  Lichetus,  Marsilius,  Biel,  and  others. 

Supposing  that  the  mind  is  not  limited  to  the  simultaneous  con- 
sideration of  a  single  object,  a  question  arises, 
How  many  objects      How  manv  objects  can  it  embrace  at  once  ? 
^^i  Tou  will  recollect  that  I  formerly  stated  that 

the  greater  the  number  of  objects  among 
which  the  attention  of  the  mind  is  distributed,  the  feebler  and  less 
distinct  will  be  its  cognizance  of  each. 

"  Pluribofl  intentns,  minor  est  ad  singula  mushs." 

Consciousness  will  thus  be  at  its  maximum  of  intensity  when 
attention  is  concentrated  on  a  single  object ;  and  the  question  comes 
to  be,  how  many  several  objects  can  the  mind  simultaneously 
survey,  not  with  vivacity,  but  without  absolute  confusion  ?  I  find 
this  problem  stated  and  differently  answered,  by  different  philoso- 
phers, and  apparently  without  a  knowledge  of  each  other.  By 
Charles  Bonnet8  the. mind  is  allowed  to  have  a  distinct  notion  of 


i  [Bonstetten,  Btudts  de  P  Homtiu,  torn.  ii.  i.  e.  22,  p.  184,  fbl.  a  (ed.  Aid.)  Nemeeias,  Dt 
p.  877,  note.]  Natma  Hommu,  e.  rli.  p.  184— ed.  Matthci.] 

8  [Esuti  dt  ftedtaloffc,  o.  xxxviii.  p.  181 

2  [See  Aquinas,  9ummar  pen  i.,  Q.  86,  art  Compare  his  Sua*  Anatytup*  tm  F  Ante,  torn. 
4,    Cf.  Alex.  Aphrodisiensis,  Dt  Ammo,  lib.      i.  e.  zUi.  p.  188 1  *q.) 
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six  objects  at  once ;  by  Abraham  Tucker1  the  number  is  limited  to 
four;  while  Destutt-Tracy  *  again  amplifies  it  to  six.  The  opinion 
of  the  first  and  last  of  these  philosophers,  appears  to  me  correct. 
Tou  can  easily  make  the  experiment  for  yourselves,  but  you  must 
beware  of  grouping  the  objects  into  classes.  If  you  throw  a  hand- 
ful of  marbles  on  the  floor,  you  will  find  it  difficult  to  view  at  onoe 
more  than  six,  or  seven  at  most,  without  confusion ;  but  if  you 
group  them  into  twos,  or  threes,  or  fives,  you  can  comprehend  as 
many  groups  as  you  can  units ;  because  the  mind  considers  these 
groups  only  as  units,  — it  views  them  as  wholes,  and  throws  their 
parts  out  of  consideration.  You  may  perform  the  experiment  also 
by  an  act  of  imagination. 

Before  leaving  this  subject,  I  shall  make  some  observations  on 
the  value  of  attention,  considered  in  its  highest  degree  as  an  act  of 
will,  and  on  the  importance  of  forming  betimes  the  habit  of  delib- 
erate concentration. 

The  greater  capacity  of  continuous  thinking  that  a  man  pos- 
sesses, the  longer  and  more  steadily  can  he  fol- 

vaine  of  attention      iow  ou^  the  same  train  of  thought — the  stronger 

considered  in  it*  hi*h-        .    ,  .  />,...  ,.  . 

Zt  degree  MUMt  u  *U8  Power  of  attention ;  and  in  proportion  to 
of  wiu.  his  power  of  attention  will  be  the  success  with 

which  his  labor  is  rewarded.  All  commence- 
ment is  difficult;  and  this  is  more  especially  true  of  intellectual 
effort.  When  we  turn  for  the  first  time  our  view  on  any  given 
object,  a  hundred  other  things  still  retain  possession  of  our  thoughts. 
Even  when  we  are  able,  by  an  arduous  exertion,  to  break  loose  from 
the  matters  which  have  previously  engrossed  us,  or  which  every 
moment  force  themselves  on  our  consideration,  —  even  when  a 
resolute  determination,  or  the  attraction  of  the  new  object,  has 
smoothed  the  way  on  which  we  are  to  travel;  still  the  mind  is  con- 
tinually perplexed  by  the  glimmer  of  intrusive  and  distracting 
thoughts,  which  prevent  it  from  placing  that  which  should  exclu- 
sively occupy  its  view,  in  the  fall  clearness  of  an  undivided  light. 
How  great  soever  may  be  the  interest  which  we  take  in  the  new 
object,  it  will,  however,  only  be  fully  established  as  a  favorite 
when  it  has  been  fused  into  an  integral  part  of  the  system  of  our 
previous  knowledge,  and  of  our  established  associations  of  thoughts, 
feelings,  and  desires.  But  this  can  only  be  accomplished  by  time 
and  custom*    Our  imagination  and  our  memory,  to  which  we  must 

l  [£%*<  ♦/«*»«,  9.  Sir.  t  f .]  tort,  Jfifaafw,  vol.  ir.  pp.  40, 151.    Ancillon, 

%{M4olocUt  torn.  i. p.  466.    Compare  Dig-  Nowxaxx  MOa*gtay  torn.  ii.  p.  135.    Maie- 

erando,  De*  &gn*s,  i.  167,  who  allows  xu  to  tranche,  Jtedfcrefo,  Mr.  ill.  o.  2,  torn.  1.  p.  191.] 

embrace,  at  one  riew,  fire  unities.    I>*Alem- 
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resort  for  materials  with  which  to  illustrate  and  enliven  our  new 
study,  accord  us  their  aid  unwillingly,  —  indeed,  only  by  compul- 
sion. But  if  we  are  vigorous  enough  to  pursue  our  course  in  spite 
of  obstacles,  every  step,  as  we  advance,  will  be  found  easier ;  the 
mind  becomes  more  animated  and  energetic ;  the  distractions  grad- 
ually diminish;  the  attention  is  more  exclusively  concentrated 
upon  its  object;  the  kindred  ideas  flow  with  greater  freedom  and 
abundance,  and  afford  an  easier  selection  of  what  is  suitable  for 
illustration.  At  length,  our  system  of  thought  harmonizes  with 
our  pursuit.  The  whole  man  becomes,  as  it  may  be,  philosopher, 
or  historian,  or  poet ;  he  lives  only  in  the  trains  of  thought  relating 
to  this  character.  He  now  energizes  freely,  and,  consequently* 
with  pleasure;  for  pleasure  is  the  reflex  of  unforced  and  unimpeded 
energy.  All  that  is  produced  in  this  state  of  mind,  bears  the  stamp 
of  excellence  and  perfection.  Helvetius  justly  observes,  that  the 
very  feeblest  intellect  is  capable  of  comprehending  the  inference 
of  one  mathematical  position  from  another,  and  even  of  making 
such  an  inference  itself1  Now,  the  most  difficult  and  complicate 
demonstrations  in  the  works  of  a  Newton  or  a  Laplace,  are  all  made 
up  of  such  immediate  inferences.  They  are  like  houses  composed 
of  single  bricks.  No  greater  exertion  of  intellect  is  required  to 
make  a  thousand  such  inferences  than  is  requisite  to  make  one;  as 
the  effort  of  laying  a  single  brick  is  the  maximum  of  any  individual 
effort  in  the  construction  of  such  a  house.  Thus,  the  difference 
between  an  ordinary  mind  and  the  mind  of  a  Newton,  consists 
principally  in  this,  that  the  one  is  capable  of  the  application  of  a 
more  continuous  attention  than  the  other, — that  a  Newton  is  able 
without  fatigue  to  connect  inference  with  inference  in  one  long 
series  towards  a  determinate  end;  while  the  man  of  inferior  capacity 
is  soon  obliged  to  break  or  let  fall  the  thread  which  he  had  begun 
to  spin.  This  is,  in  fact,  what  Sir  Isaac,  with 
equal  modesty  and  shrewdness,  himself  admit- 
ted. To  one  who  complimented  him  on  his  genius,  he  replied  that 
if  he  had  made  any  discoveries,  it  was  owing  more  to  patient  atten- 
tion than  to  any  other  talent.1  There  is  but  little  analogy  between 
mathematics  and  play-acting;  but  I  heard  the  great  Mrs.  Siddons, 
in  nearly  the  same  language,  attribute  the  whole  superiority  of  her 
unrivalled  talent  to  the  more  intense  study  which  she  bestowed 
upon  her  parts.  If  what  Alcibiades,  in  the  Symposium*  of  Plato, 
narrates  of  Socrates  were  true,  the  father  of 
Greek  philosophy  must  have  possessed  this  fac- 
ulty of  meditation  or  continuous  attention  in  the  highest  degree. 

1  D*rR»pnt-I>imxmW.ctw.— Ed.       t  8m  BaWi  Work*,  p.  637.       tp.ztt-Ei*. 
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The  story,  indeed,  has  some  appearance  of  exaggeration ;  but  it 
shows  what  Alcibiades,  or  rather  Plato  through  him,  deemed  the 
requisite  of  a  great  thinker.    According  to  this  report,  in  a  mili- 
tary expedition  which  Socrates  made  along  with  Alcibiades,  the 
philosopher  was  seen  by  the  Athenian  army  to  stand  for  a  whole 
day  and  a  night,  until  the  breaking  of  the  second  morning,  motion- 
less, with  a  fixed  gaze,— thus  showing  that  he  was  uninterruptedly 
engrossed  with  the  consideration  of  a  single  subject:  "And  thus," 
says  Alcibiades,  u  Socrates  is  ever  wont  to  do  when  his  mind  is 
occupied  with  inquiries  in  which  there  are  difficulties  to  be  over- 
come.   He  then  never  interrupts  his  meditation,  and  forgets  to  eat, 
and  drink,  and  sleep, — everything,  in  short,  until  his  inquiry  has 
reached  its  termination,  or,  at  least,  until  he  has  seen  some  light  in 
it*    In  this  history  there  may  be,  as  I  have  said,  exaggeration; 
but  still  the  truth  of  the  principle  is  undeniable. 
Like  Newton,  Descartes  arrogated  nothing  to 
the  force  of  his  intellect.    What  he  had  accomplished  more  than 
other  men,  that  he  attributed  to  the  superiority  of  his  method;1 
and  Bacon,  in  like  manner,  eulogizes  his  method, 
— in  that  it  places  all  men  with  equal  attention 
upon  a  level,  and  leaves  little  or  nothing  to  the  prerogatives  of 
genius.1    Nay,  genius  itself  has  been  analyzed  by  the  shrewdest 
observers  into  a  higher  capacity  of  attention. 
"Genius,"  says  Helvetius,  whom  we  have  al- 
ready quoted,  "is  nothing  but  a  continued  attention,"  (itne  atten- 
tion suivie)*    "Genius,"  says  Buffon,4  ais  only 
Cuvier!  a  protracted  patience,"   (une  tongue  patience). 

ttIn  the  exact  sciences,  at  least,"  says  Cuvier,* 
"it  is  the  patience  of  a  sound  intellect,  when  invincible,  which  truly 
constitutes  genius."    And  Chesterfield  has  also 
observed,  that  "  the  power  of  applying  an  atten- 
tion, steady  and  undissipated,  to* a  single  object,  is  the  sure  mark 
of  a  superior  genius."* 

These  examples  and  authorities  concur  in  establishing  the  impor- 
tant truth,  that  he  who  would,  with  success,  attempt  discovery,  either 
by  inquiry  into  the  works  of  nature,  or  by  meditation  on  the 
phenomena  of  mind,  must  acquire  the  faculty  of  abstracting  him- 
self for  a  season,  from  the  invasion  of  surrounding  objects ;  must  be 
.  ,.  i 

l  Dimes  <U  fa  MHhodt,  p.  1.— Ed.  I  JGfaf*  Hutoriqu*  de  M.  Hatty,  quoted  by 

t  Jhv.  Org.,  Mb.  I.  .ph.  «L-ED.  Tawtalnt,  D.  la  A^i,  p.  2».] 

•  Letters  to  kit  Sim.  Letter  lxxxix.  [Com- 
S  D*r  X*prityDiMCo*r3W.cbMp.ir.-ED.  pare  Bonnet,  a«»Aia/yti^,  torn.  L,prtaoe, 
4  [Quoted  by  PoneUe,  Manmel,  p.  871.]  p.  8.] 
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able  even,  in  a  certain  degree,  to  emancipate  himself  from  the  domin- 
ion of  the  body,  and  live,  as  it  were,  a  pure  intelligence,  within  the 
circle  of  his  thoughts.     This  faculty  has  been 
Inf^!!!^!hepo,f"      manifested,  more  or  less,  by  all  whose  names  are 
associated  with  the  progress  of  the  intellectual 
sciences.    In  some,  indeed,  the  power  of  abstraction  almost  degen- 
erated into  a  habit  akin  to  disease,  and  the  examples  which  now 
occur  to  me,  would  almost  induce  me  to  retract  what  I  hare  said 
about  the  exaggeration  of  Plato's  history  of  Socrates. 
Archimedes,1  it  is  well  Jtnown,  was  so  absorbed  in  a  geometrical 
meditation,  that  he  was  first  aware  of  the  storm* 
ing  of  Syracuse  by  his  own  death-wound,  and 
his  exclamation  on  the  entrance  of  Roman  soldiers  was, — Noti 
turbare  circulos  meos.    In  like  manner,  Joseph  Scaliger,  the  most 
learned  of  men,  when  a  Protestant  student  in 
<m?         fer"  Paris,  was  so  engrossed  in  the  study  of  Homer, 

that  he  became  aware  of  the  massacre  of  St.  Bartholomew,  and  of 
his  own  escape,  only  on  the  day  subsequent  to  the  catastrophe.    The 
philosopher  Carneades*  was  habitually  liable  to 
fits  of  meditation,  so  profound,  that,  to  prevent 
him  from  sinking  from  inanition,  his  maid  found  it  necessary  to  feed 
him  like  a  child.    And  it  is  reported  of  New- 
ton, that,  while  engaged  in  his  mathematical 
researches,  he  sometimes  forgot  to  dine.    Cardan,8  one  of  the  most 
illustrious  of  philosophers  and  mathematicians, 
was  once,  upon  a  journey,  so  lost  in  thought,  that 
he  forgot  both  his  way  and  the  object  of  his  journey.    To  the  ques- 
tions of  his  driver  whither  he  should  proceed,  he  made  no  answer ; 
and  when  he  came  to  himself  at  nightfall,  he  was  surprised  to  find 
the  carriage  at  a  stand-still,  and  directly  under  a  gallows.    The 
_  mathematician  Vieta  was  sometimes  so  buried 

Viet*. 

in  meditation,  that  for  hours  he  bore   more 
resemblance  to  a  dead  person  than  to  a  living,  and  was  then  wholly 
unconscious  of  everything  going  on  around  him.    On  the  day  of 
£„  his  marriage,  the  great  Budnus  forgot  every- 

thing in  philological  speculations,  and  he  was 
only  awakened  to  the  affairs  of  the  external  world  by  a  tardy 
embassy  from  the  marriage-party,  who  found  him  absorbed  in  the 
composition  of  his  CommerUarii. 

It  is  beautifully  observed  by  Malebranche,  "  that  the  discovery  of 

18«V*]«rfm  Maxima,  lib.  viU.c  7. -Ito.  •  JKrf.,  lib.  TiiLo.7.— to. 

S  [Stoeb,  fttfrfm  Mmtchm,  11. 671  ] 
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troth  can  only  be  made  by  the  labor  of  attention;  because  it  is  only 
the  labor  of  attention  which  has  light  for  its 
Haiebruehe  quoted  rewar<i ;  ».i  and  in  another  place :  *  «  The  atten- 
tuJeof  attention.1™"  **on  °^  tne  intellect  is  a  natural  prayer  by 
which  we  obtain  the  enlightenment  of  reason. 
But  since  the  fall,  the  intellect  frequently  experiences  appalling 
droughts ;  it  cannot  pray ;  the  labor  of  attention  fatigues  and  afflicts 
it  In  fact,  this  labor  is  at  first  great,  and  the  recompense  scanty; 
while,  at  the  same  time,  we*  are  unceasingly  solicited,  pressed,  agi- 
tated by  the  imagination  and  the  passions,  whose  inspiration  and 
impulses  it  is  always  agreeable  to  obey.  Nevertheless,  it  is  a  matter 
of  necessity ;  we  must  invoke  reason  to  be  enlightened ;  there  is  no 
other  way  of  obtaining  light  and  intelligence  but  by  the  labor  of 
attention.  Faith  is  a  gift  of  God  which  we  earn  not  by  our  merits ; 
but  intelligence  is  a  gift  usually  only  conceded  to  desert.  Faith  is 
a  pure  grace  in  every  sense ;  but  the  understanding  of  a  truth  is  a 
grace  of  such  a  character  that  it  must  be  merited  by  labor,  or  by  the 
cooperation  of  grace.  Those,  then,  who  are  capable  of  this  labor, 
and  who  are  always  attentive  to  the  truth  which  ought  to  guide 
them,  have  a  disposition  which  would  undoubtedly  deserve  a  name 
more  magnificent  than  those  bestowed  on  the  most  splendid  virtues. 
But  although  this  habit  or  this  virtue  be  inseparable  from  the  love 
of  order,  it  is  so  little  known  among  us  that  I  do  not  know  if  we 
have  done  it  the  honor  of  a  particular  name.  May  I,  therefore,  be 
pardoned  in  calling  it  by  the  equivocal  name  of  force  of  intellect. 
To  acquire  this  true  force  by  which  the  intellect  supports  the  labor 
of  attention,  it  is  necessary  to  begin  betimes  to  labor ;  for,  in  the 
course  of  nature,  we  can  only  acquire  habits  by  acts,  and  can  only 
strengthen  them  by  exercise.  But  perhaps  the  only  difficulty  is  to 
begin.  We  recollect  that  we  began,  and  that  we  were  obliged  to 
leave  ofE  Hence  we  get  discouraged ;  we  think  ourselves  unfit  for 
meditation ;  we  renounce  reason.  If  this  be  the  case,  whatever  we 
may  allege  to  justify  our  sloth  and  negligence,  we  renounce  virtue, 
at  least  in  part.  For  without  the  labor  of  attention,  we  shall  never 
comprehend  the  grandeur  of  religion,  the  sanctity  of  morals,  the 
littleness  of  all  that  is  not  God,  the  absurdity  of  the  passions,  and 
of  all  our  internal  miseries.  Without  this  labor,  the  soul  will  live 
in  blindness  and  in  disorder ;  because  there  is  naturally  no  other 
way  to  obtain  the  light  that  should  conduct  us ;  we  shall  be  eternally 
under  disquietude  and  in  strange  embarrassment ;  for  we  fear  every- 
thing when  we  walk  in  darkness  and  surrounded  by  precipices.  It 
is  true  that  faith  guides  and  supports ;  but  it  does  so  only  as  it 

1  TraiUd*  Morale,  v*rtk  l  chap-  Ti.fl.  *  iWrf.,  partie  1.  chap.  v.  f  4- -  Ed. 
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produces  some  light  by  the  attention  which  it  excites  in  ns ;  for 

light  alone  is  what  can  assure  minds,  like  ours,  which  have  so  many 

enemies  to  fear." 

I  have  translated  a  longer  extract  than  I  intended  when  I  began ; 

but  the  truth  and  importance  of  the  observations 

study  of  the  writ-      ^  ^  g^^  ^  faej  ^e  go  admirably  expressed 

tags  of  Malebranohe        .      __  5* ,  ,    ,        '       .  ..     .     ,  _  ,        , 

woommended  m  Malebranche's  own  inimitable  style,  that  it 

was  not  easy  to  leave  off  They  are  only  a  frag- 
ment of  a  very  valuable  chapter  on  the  subject,  to  which  I  would 
earnestly  refer  you,  —  indeed,  I  may  take  this  opportunity  of  saying, 
that  there  is  no  philosophical  author  who  can  be  more  profitably  stud- 
ied than  Malebranohe.  As  a  thinker,  he  is  perhaps  the  most  profound 
that  France  has  ever  produced,  and  as  a  writer  on  philosophical  sub- 
jects, there  is  not  another  European  author  who  can  be  placed  before 
him.  His  style  is  a  model  at  once  of  dignity  and  of  natural  ease ; 
and  no  metaphysician  has  been  able  to  express  himself  so  clearly  and 
precisely  without  resorting  to  technical  and  scholastic  terms.  That 
he  was  the  author  of  a  celebrated,  but  exploded  hypothesis,  is,  per- 
haps, the  reason  why  he  is  far  less  studied  than  he  otherwise  deserves. 
His  works  are  of  principal  value  for  the  admirable  observations  on 
human  nature  which  they  embody;  and  were  everything  to  be 
expunged  from  them  connected  with  the  Vision  of  ail  things  in  the 
Deity,  and  even  with  the  Cartesian  hypotheses  in  general,  they  would 
still  remain  an  inestimable  treasury  of  the  acutest  analyses,  expressed 
in  the  most  appropriate,  and,  therefore,  the  most  admirable  elo- 
quence. In  the  last  respect,  he  is  only  approached,  certainly  not 
surpassed,  by  Hume  and  Mendelssohn. 

I  have  dwelt  at  greater  length  upon  the  practical  bearings  of 
Attention,  not  only  because  this  principle  constitutes  the  better  half 
of  all  intellectual  power,  but  because  it  is  of  consequence  that  you 
should  be  frilly  aware  of  the  incalculable  importance  of  acquiring, 
by  early  and  continued  exercise,  the  habit  of  attention.  There  are, 
however,  many  points  of  great  moment  on  which  I  have  not  touched, 
and  the  dependence  of  Memory  upon  Attention  might  alone  form 
an  interesting  matter  of  discussion.  You  will  find  some  excellent 
observations  on  this  subject  in  the  first  and  third  volumes  of  Mr. 
Stewart's  Elements.1 

1  See  Works,  it;  Sknuntt,  i.  p.  122  el  **q.t  and  p.  85S.—ED. 


LECTURE   XV. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,— ITS  EVIDENCE   AND   AUTHORITY. 

Having  now  concluded  the  discussion  in  regard  to  what  Con- 
sciousness is,  and  shown  you  that  it  constitutes  the  fundamental 
form  of  every  act  of  knowledge; — I  now  pro- 
CoatdoaineM  the      ^^^  ^  consi^er  ft  ^  fl^  80urce  from  whence 

source  of  Philosophy* 

we  must  derive  every  fact  in  the  Philosophy  of 
Hind*  And,  in  prosecution  of  this  purpose,  I  shall,  in  the  first 
place,  endeavor  to  show  you  that  it  really  is  the  principal,  if  not  the 
only  source,  from  which  all  knowledge  of  the  mental  phenomena 
must  be  obtained ;  *  in  the  second  place,  I  shall  consider  the  char- 
acter of  its  evidence,  and  what,  under  different  relations,  are  the 
different  degrees  of  its  authority ;  and,  in  the  last  place,  I  shall  state 
what,  and  of  what  nature,  are  the  more  general  phenomena  which 
it  reveals.  Having  terminated  these,  I  shall  then  descend  to  the 
consideration  of  the  special  faculties  of  knowledge,  that  is,  to  the 
particular  modifications  of  which  consciousness  is  susceptible. 
We  proceed  to  consider,  in  the  first  place,  the  authority,  —  the 

certainty  of  this  instrument.    Now,  it  is  at  once 

The  possibility  of      evident,  that  philosophy,  as  it  affirms  its  own 

%Z£X£      po«ibUity,  must  affirm  the  veracity  of  conaci- 

imh.  ousness ;  for,  as  philosophy  is  only  a  scientific 

development  of  the  facts  which  consciousness 
reveals,  it  follows,  that  philosophy,  in  denying  or  doubting  the  tes- 
timony of  consciousness,  would  deny  or  doubt  its  own  existence* 
1$  therefore,  philosophy  be  not  felo  de  04  it  must  not  invalidate  the . 

1  Under  the  heed  here  specified,  the  Author  the  Nervous  System,  tad  thai  the  doctrine, 
occasionally  delivered  from  the  Chair  three  or  doctrines,  which  found  upon  the  supposed 
lectures,  which  contained  "  a  summary  view  parallelism  of  brain  and  mind,  are,  as  far 
of  the  nervous  system  in  the  higher  animals,  as  observation  extends,  wholly  groundless." 
more  especially  in  man ;  and  a  statement  of  These  lectures,  as  foreign  in  their  details  from 
some  of  the  results  obtained  [by  him  J  from  the  general  subject  of  the  Course,  are  omitted 
an  extensive  and  accurate,  induction  on  the  in  the  present  publication.  A  general  sum- 
size  of  the  Bnoephalus  and  its  principal  parts,  mary  of  the  principal  conclusions  to  which 
both  in  man  and  the  lower  animals, — serv-  the  researches  of  the  Author  on  this  subject 
lag  to  prove  that  no  assistance  is  afforded  to  conducted  him,  will  be  found  in  Appendix 
Mental  Philosophy  by  the  examination  of  II.— Ed. 


184  METAPHYSICS.  L»CT.  XT. 

integrity  of  that  which  is,  as  it  were,  the  heart,  the  ptmdum  stdim&y 
of  its  being;  and  as  it  would  actively  maintain  its  own  credit,  it 
must  be  able  positively  to  vindicate  the  truth  of  consciousness :  for, 
as  Lucretius  *  well  observes. 

"  .  .  .  Ut  in  Fabrica,  si  prara  est  Begnla  prima, 
Normaque  si  fallax  recti*  xegtonibus  exk, 
Omnia  mendoee  fieri,  atque  obsttpa  neeessum  est; 
Sic  igitnr  Batio  tibi  rernm  prava  necesse  est, 
Falsaque  sit,  falsis  quwcunqne  ab  Sensibiu  orta  est," 

And  Leibnitz*  truly  says, —  "If  our  immediate  internal  experience 
could  possibly  deceive  us,  there  could  no  longer  be  for  us  any  truth 
of  fact  (veriti  de  fait),  nay,  nor  any  truth  of  reason  (veritt  de 
raisori)." 

So  far  there  is,  and  can  be,  no  dispute ;  if  philosophy  is  possible, 
the  evidence  pf  consciousness  is  authentic  No  philosopher  denies 
its  authority,  and  even  the  Skeptic  can  only  attempt  to  show,  on 
the  hypothesis  of  the  Dogmatist,  that  consciousness,  as  at  variance 
with  itself  is,  therefore,  on  that  hypothesis,  mendacious. 

But  if  the  testimony  of  consciousness  be  in  itse]£  confessedly 
above  all  suspicion,  it  follows,  that  we  inquire  into  the  conditions 
or  laws  which-  regulate  the  legitimacy  of  its  applications.  The  con- 
scious mind  being  at  once  the  source  from  which  we  must  derive 
our  knowledge  of  its  phenomena,  and  the  mean  through  which  that 
knowledge  is  obtained,  Psychology  is  only  an  evolution,  by  consci- 
ousness, of  the  facts  which  consciousness  itself  reveals.  As  every 
system  of  Mental  Philosophy  is  thus  only  an  exposition  of  these 
fects,  every  such  system,  consequently,  is  true  and  complete,  as  it 
fairly  and  fully  exhibits  what,  and  what  only,  consciousness  ex- 
hibits. 

But,  it  may  be  objected,  —  if  consciousness  be  the  only  revela- 
tion we  possess  of  our  intellectual  nature,  and 
CoMoiouraes8,asthe  \£  consciousness  be  also  the  sole  criterion  by 
°ht^BAtuTaUPhil^Mff  TMd*  we  can  interpret  the  meaning  of  what 
and'uawTing.  this    revelation  contains,  this  revelation  must 

be  very  obscure,  —  this  criterion  must  be  very 
uncertain,  seeing  that  the  various  systems  of  philosophy  all  equally 
appeal  to  this  revelation  and  to  this  criterion,  in  support  of  the 
most  contradictory  opinions.  As  to  the  fact  of  the  variety  and  con- 
tradiction of  philosophical  systems, — this  cannot  be  denied,  and  it 
is  also  true  that  all  these  systems  either  openly  profess  allegiance  to 

l  Dt  JUnm  Nahau,  lib.  ▼.  616.  S  Nowxaux  Emou,  lib.  11.  o.  27,  *  18.  —Ed. 
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consciousness,  or  silently  confess  its  authority.  Bat  admitting  all 
this,  I  am  still  bold  enough  to  maintain,  that  consciousness  affords 
not  merely  the  only  revelation,  and  only  criterion  of  philosophy, 
but  that  this  revelation  is  naturally  clear,  —  this  criterion,  in  itself, 
unerring.  The  history  of  philosophy,  like  the  history  of  theology, 
is  only,  it  is  too  true,  the  history  of  variations,  and  we  must  admit 
of  the  book  of  consciousness  what  a  great  Calvinist  divine  *  bitterly 
confessed  of  the  book  of  Scripture, — 

"  Hie  liber  cat  in  quo  qwwtt  ma  dogmata  qniaqne; 
Invenit  et  pariter  dogmata  qtriaque  sua." 

In  regard,  however,  to  either  revelation,  it  can  be  shown  that  the 

source  of  this  diversity  is  not  in  the  book,  but 
CauM  of  variation        m  the  reader      jf  men  wi]j  ^  <he  BiM      nQt 

la  philosophy.  ° 

to  ask  of  it  what  they  shall  believe,  but  to  find 
in  it  what  they  believe  already,  the  standard  of  unity  and  truth 
becomes  in  human  hands  only  a  Lesbian  rule.  *  And  if  philoso- 
phers, in  place  of  evolving  their  doctrines  out  of  consciousness, 
resort  to  consciousness  only  when  they  are  able  to  quote  its  authority 
in  confirmation  of  their  preconceived  opinions,  philosophical  sys- 
tems, like  the  sandals  of  Theramenes,  *  may  fit  any  feet,  but  can 
never  pretend  to  represent  the  immutability  of  nature.  And  that 
philosophers  have  been,  for  the  most  part,  guilty  of  this,  it  is  not 
extremely  difficult  to  show.  They  have  seldom  or  never  taken  the 
facts  of  consciousness,  the  whole  facts  of  consciousness,  and  nothing 
but  the  facts  of  consciousness.  They  have  either  overlooked,  or 
rejected,  or  interpolated. 

Before  we  are  entitled  to  accuse  consciousness  of  being  a  false,  or 

vacillating,   or    ill-inibrmed  witness,  —  we   are 

y^jT1!*0^      bound,  first  of  all,  to  see  whether  there  be 

quire  whether  there  be  ' 

any  rai«  by  which  in  any  rules  by  which,  in  employing  the  testi- 
empioying  the  t«ti-  mony  of  consciousness,  we  must  be  governed ; 
mon7  of  conecioa*.      and  whetner  philosophers  have  evolved  their 

nest)  we  most  be  gov-  .  .      «  ,      ,. 

erMd  systems  out  of  consciousness  m  obedience  to 

these  rules.    For  if  there  be  rules  under  which 

alone  the  evidence  of  consciousness  can  be  fairly  and  fully  given, 

and,  consequently,  under  which  alone  consciousness  can  serve  as 

1  8.  Werenfels,  Dissertation*:  Amstel.  1710,      trpos  yhp  rb  tr^j/ut  rod  \foov  ptratewcrrat 
toI.  il  p.  891.  —  Ed.  #ral  ov  /xtyti  6  kom&w.  —  Ed. 

s  &ripatx4vT)i  8ta  t&  m^  lUnftov  aXXa  wal 
1   Aristotle,  Eth.  Nic.,  r.  10:  ToS  yap  hop-      4«awpoTi>pl(oy  at\  if  *poatp4<ru  rfc  waV 
lorou  Upurrot  vol  6  fravrfr  4ffri»,  &m/>  *a»      ,r€fa,,  inKkfitoi  Kfoopmn.     Plutarch,  JV*- 
Tijf  AMar&ias  oUohvfitjs  6  fioKi^iros  kovoV      das,  vol.  i.  p.  625  (ed.  1689).  —  Ed. 
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an  infallible  standard  of  certainty  and  truth,  and  if  philosophers 
have  despised  or  neglected  these,— then,  must  we  remove  the 
reproach  from  the  instrument,  and  affix  it  to  those  blundering  work* 
men  who  have  not  known  how  to  handle  and  apply  it.  In  attempt- 
ing to  vindicate  the  veracity  and  perspicuity  of  this,  the  natural, 
revelation  of  our  mental  being,  I  shall,  therefore,  first,  endeavor 
to  enumerate  and  explain  the  general  rules  by  which  we  must 
be  governed  in  applying  consciousness  as  a  mean  of  internal  ob- 
servation, and  thereafter  show  how  the  variations  and  contradic- 
tions of  philosophy  have  all  arisen  from  the  violation  of  one  or 
more  of  these  laws.  If  I  accomplish  this  at  present  but  imper- 
fectly, I  may  at  least  plead  in  excuse,  that  the  task  I  undertake 
is  one  that  has  not  been  previously  attempted.  I,  therefore,  re- 
quest that  you  will  view  what  I  am  to  state  to  you  on  this  subject 
rather  as  the  outline  of  a  course  of  reasoning,  than  as  anything 
pretending  to  finished  argument. 
In  attempting  a  scientific  deduction  of  the  philosophy  of  mind 
from  the  data  of  consciousness,  there  are,  in  all, 
ttnder  wSoh  oonMi'  ^  *  generalize  correctly,  three  laws  which  afford 
oumees  can  be  legitt-  the  exclusive  conditions  of  psychological  legiti- 
mately applied  to  the  macy.  These  laws,  or  regulative  conditions,  are 
consideration  o  self-evident,  and  yet  they  seem  never  to  have 

own  phenomena.  *  * 

been  clearly  proposed  to  themselves  by  philoso- 
phers,— in  philosophical  speculation,  they  have  certainly  never 
been  adequately  obeyed. 

The  First  of  these  rules  is,  —  That  no  met  be  assumed  as  a  fact 

of  consciousness    but    what    is    ultimate  and 

1.  The  law  of  Parol.       gimple#     tj^   j    WQuld  ^    ^    Jaw  of  P||ld- 
mony. 

mony. 
The  Second,— that  which  I  would  style  the  law  of  Integrity,  is— 
That  the  whole  facts  of  consciousness  be  taken 

2.  The  law  of  integ-      without  reserve  or  hesitation,  whether  given  as 

constituent,  or  as  regulative  data. 

The  Third  is, — That  nothing  but  the  facts  of  consciousness  be 

taken,  or,  if  inferences  of  reasoning  be  admitted, 

mony*1*  **"  *  H*^      *****  these  at  least  be  recognized  as  legitimate 

only  as  deduced  from,  and  in  subordination  to, 

the  immediate  data  of  consciousness,  and  every  position  rejected  as 

illegitimate,  which  is  contradictory  of  these.    This  I  would  call  die 

law  of  Harmony. 

I  shall  consider  these  in  their  order. 

I.  The  first  law,  that  of  Parcimony,  is, — That  no  fact  be  assumed 
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as  a  fact  of  consciousness  bat  what  is  ultimate  and  simple.    What 
is  a  fact  of  consciousness  ?    This  question  of  all 

I.  The  law  of  Parol-  ,  .  .  ,      _.      ,    . 

monj  others  requires  a  precise  and  articulate  answer, 

Fa*  9t  conaoioiis-      but  I  have  not  found  it  adequately  answered  in 

~~  any  psychological  author. 

-  In  the  first  place,  —  every  mental  phenomenon  may  be  called  a 
fact  of  consciousness.      But  as  we  distinguish 

1.  Primary  and  unt-      consciousness  from  the  special  faculties,  though 

these  are  all  only  modifications  of  consciousness, 
—  only  branches  of  which  consciousness  is  the  trunk,  so  we  distin- 
guish the  special  and  derivative  phenomena  of  mind  from  those  that 
are  primary  and  universal,  and  give  to  the  latter  the  name  of  facts 
of  consciousness,  as  more  eminently  worthy  of  that  appellation.  In 
an  act  of  perception,  for  example,  I  distinguish  the  pen  I  hold  in 
my  hand,  and  my  hand  itself  from  my  mind  perceiving  them.  This 
distinction  is  a  particular  fact,  —  the  fact  of  a  particular  faculty, 
perception.  But  there  is  a  general  fact,  a  general  distinction,  of 
which  this  is  only  a  special  case.  This  general  fact  is  the  distinc- 
tion of  the  Ego  and  non-Ego,  and  it  belongs  to  consciousness  as 
tne  general  faculty.  Whenever,  therefore,  in  our  analysis  of  the 
intellectual  phenomena,  we  arrive  at  an  element  which  we  cannot 
reduce  to  a  generalization  from  experience,  but  which  lies  at  the 
root  of  all  experience,  and  which  we  cannot,  therefore,  resolve  into 
any  higher  principle,  —  this  we  properly  call  a  fact  of  consciousness. 
Looking  to  such  a  fact  of  consciousness  as  the  last  result  of  an 
analysis,  we  call  it  an  ultimate  principle ;  looking  from  it  as  the  first 
constituent  of  all  intellectual  combination,  we  call  it  a  primary 
principle.  A  fact  of  consciousness  is,  thus,  a  simple,  and,  as  we 
regard  it,  either  an  ultimate,  or  a  primary,  datum  of  intelligence. 
It  obtains  also  various  denominations ;  sometimes  it  is  called  an  a 
priori  /mnctpfe,  sometimes  a  fundamental  law  of  mind,  sometimes  a 
transcendental  condition  of  thought,1  etc.,  etc. 
But,  in  the  second  place,  this,  its  character  of  ultimate  priority, 

supposes  its  character  of  necessity.    It  must  be 

2.  Necessary.  .  ...  -..,.         ■■■«<■. 

impossible  not  to  think  it.  In  fact,  by  its  neces- 
sity alone  can  we  recognize  it  as  an  original  datum  of  intelligence, 
and  distinguish  it  from  any  mere  result  of  generalization  and 
custom. 

In  the  third  place,  this  fact,  as  ultimate,  is  also  given  to  us  with  a 
mere  belief  of  its  reality ;  in  other  words,  consciousness  reveals 
that  it  is,  but  not  why  or  how  it  is.    This  is  evident.    Were  this 

1  See  ReuPs  Work*,  p.  766  «f  $eq.  —  Ed. 
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fact  given  us,  not  only  with  a  belief  but  with  a  knowledge  of  how 
or  why  it  is,  in  that  case  it  would  be  a  derivative 
be8iic^onte^Ui^Cre  and  not  a  primary  datum.  For  that  whereby  we 
were  thus  enabled  to  comprehend  its  how  and 
why,  —  in  other  words,  the  reason  of  its  existence,  —  this  would  be 
relatively  prior,  and  to  it  or  to  its  antecedent  must  we  ascend,  until 
we  arrive  at  that  primary  fact,  in  which  we  must  at  last  believe,  — 
which  we  must  take  upon  trust,  but  which  we  could  not  compre- 
hend, that  is,  think  under  a  higher  notion. 

A  fact  of  consciousness  is  thus,  —  that  whose  existence  is 
given  and  guaranteed  by  an  original  and  necessary  belief  But 
there  is  an  important  distinction  to  be  here  made,  which  has  not 
only  been  overlooked  by  all  philosophers,  but  has  led  some  of  the 
most  distinguished  into  no  inconsiderable  errors. 

The  facts  of  consciousness  are  to  be  considered  in  two  points  of 

view ;  either  as  evidencing  their  own  ideal  or 

The  ftots  of  con-      phenomenal    existence,  or  as  evidencing  the 

seiouflnem  to  be  con-        *     .  ^ 

■idared  in  two  point*  objective  existence  of  something  else  beyond 
of  new;  either  a*  them.1  A  belief  in  the  former  is  not  identical 
ideal nC«tatence  ^r  Wlt^  a  b^kf  m  tne  latter.  The  one  cannot,  the 
the  objective  existence  other  may  possibly  be  refused.  In  the  case  of  a 
themmethi,V  beyond      common  witness,  we  cannot  doubt  the  fact  of 

his  personal  reality,  nor  the  fact  of  his  testi- 
mony as  emitted,  —  but  we  can  always  doubt  the  truth  of  that 

which  his  testimony  avers.  So  it  is  with  con* 
lw,    ,  ^  sciousness.    We  cannot  possibly  refuse  the  fact 

possible  in  regard  to  *  * 

a  fact  of  Conicioos-  of  its  evidence  as  given,  but  we  may  hesitate  to 
new.  illustrated  in  admit  that  beyond  itself  of  which  it  assures  us. 
tto  case  of  Peroep-      j  shall  ^1^  bv  taj^g  m  example.    In  the 

act  of  External  Perception,  consciousness  gives 
as  a  conjunct  fact,  the  existence  of  Me  or  Self  as  perceiving,  and  the 
existence  of  something  different  from  Me  or  Self  as  perceived.  Now 
the  reality  of  this,  as  a  subjective  datum, — as  an  ideal  phenomenon, 
it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  doubt  without  doubting  the  existence 
of  consciousness,  for  consciousness  is  itself  this  fact ;  and  to  doubt 
the  existence  of  consciousness  is  absolutely  impossible ;  for  as  such 
a  doubt  could  not  exist,  except  in  and  through  consciousness,  it 
would,  consequently,  annihilate  itself.  We  should  doubt  that  we 
doubted.  As  contained,  —  as  given,  in  an  act  of  consciousness,  the 
contrast  of  mind  knowing  and  matter  known  cannot  be  denied. 
But  the  whole  phenomenon  as  given  in  consciousness  may  be 

1  See  Had**  Work*.  Note  A,  p.  748,  «t  *•?,— ED. 
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admitted,  and  yet  its  inference  disputed.  It  may  be  said,  conscious- 
ness gives  the  mental  subject  as  perceiving  an  external  object,  con- 
tradistinguished from  it  as  perceived;  all  this  we  do  not,  and 
cannot,  deny.  But  consciousness  is  only  a  phenomenon;  the 
contrast  between  the  subject  and  object  may  be  only  apparent, 
not  real ;  the  object  given  as  an  external  reality,  may  only  be  a 
mental  representation,  which  the  mind  is,  by  an  unknown  law, 
determined  unconsciously  to  produce,  and  to  mistake  for  something 
different  from  itself.  All  this  may  be  said  and  believed,  without 
self-contradiction, — nay,  all  this  has,  by  the  immense  majority  of 
modern  philosophers,  been  actually  said  and  believed. 

In  like  manner,  in  an  act  of  Memory  consciousness  connects  a 
present  existence  with  a  past    I  cannot  deny 

in  the  mm  pf  Hem-      tne    actuai    phenomenon,  because    my  denial 

would  be  suicidal,  but  I  can,  without  self-contra- 
diction, assert  that  consciousness  may  be  a  false  witness  in  regard 
to  any  former  existence ;  and  I  may  maintain,  if  I  please,  that  the 
memory  of  the  past,  in  consciousness,  is  nothing  but  a  phenomenon, 
which  has  no  reality  beyond  the  present.  There  are  many  other 
facts  of  consciousness  which  we  cannot  but  admit  as  ideal  phe- 
nomena, but  may  discredit  as  guaranteeing  aught  beyond  their 
phenomenal  existence  itself.  The  legality  of  this  doubt  I  do  not 
at  present  consider,  but  only  its  possibility;  all  that  I  have  now  in 
view  being  to  show  that  we  must  not  confound,  as  has  been  done, 
the  double  import  of  the  facts,  and  the  two  degrees  of  evidence  for 
their  reality.  This  mistake  has,  among  others,  been  made  by  Mr. 
Stewart.1  "The  belief"  he  says,  *  which  accompanies  conscious- 
ness, as  to  the  present  existence  of  its  appro- 
stewart  confounds      priate  phenomena,  has  been  commonly  consid- 

theee  two  degrees  of        r  r  .     i  u         •  *  -l    *u 

4T]da)0^  ered  as  much  less  obnoxious  to  cavil,  than  any 

of  the  principles  which  philosophers  are  accus- 
tomed to  assume  as  self-evident,  in  the  formation  of  their  metaphys- 
ical systems.  No  doubts  on  this  head  have  yet  been  suggested  by 
any  philosopher,  how  skeptical  soever;  even  by  those  who  have 
called  in  question  the  existence  both  of  mind  and  of  matter.  And 
yet  the  fact  is,  that  it  rests  on  no  foundation  more  solid  than  our 
belief  of  the  existence  of  external  objects ;  or  our  belief,  that  other 
men  possess  intellectual  powers  and  faculties  similar  to  those  of 
which  we  are  conscious  in  ourselves.  In  all  these  cases,  the  only 
account  that  can  be  given  of  our  belief  is,  that  it  forms  a  necessary 
part  of  our  constitution ;  against  which  metaphysicians  may  easily 


iPkiLJSuo^     SM«,vol.v.p.67. 
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argue,  so  as  to  perplex  the  judgment,  but  of  which  it  is  impossible 
for  us  to  divest  ourselves  for  a  moment,  when  we  are  called  on  to 
employ  our  reason,  either  in  the  business  of  life,  or  in  the  pursuits 
of  science.  While  we  are  under  the  influenoe  of  our  appetites, 
passions,  or  affections,  or  even  of  a  strong  speculative  curiosity,  all 
those  difficulties  which  bewildered  us  in  the  solitude  of  the  closet, 
vanish  before  the  essential  principles  of  the  human  frame." 

With  all  the  respect  to  which  the  opinion  of  so  distinguished  a 
philosopher  as  Mr.  Stewart  is  justly  entitled,  I 

Criticism  of  stew-      mugt  ^  permitte<i  ^  m  that  i  cannot  but 

art's  view.  ,    •  .  .  ,  % 

regard  his  assertion,  —  that  the  present  exist- 
ence of  the  phenomena  of  consciousness,  and  the  reality  of  that  to 
which  these  phenomena  bear  witness,  rest  on  a  foundation  equally 
solid,  —  as  wholly  untenable.  The  second  fact,  the  fact  testified  to, 
may  be  worthy  of  all  credit,  —  as  I  agree  with  Mr.  Stewart  in 
thinking  that  it  is ;  but  still  it  does  not  rest  on  a  foundation  equally 
solid  as  the  fact  of  the  testimony  itself.  Mr.  Stewart  confesses  that 
of  the  former  no  doubt  had  ever  been  suggested  by  the  boldest 
skeptic ;  and  the  latter,  in  so  far  as  it  assures  us  of  our  having  an 
immediate  knowledge  of  the  external  world,  — which  is  the  case 
alleged  by  Mr.  Stewart,  —  has  been  doubted,  nay  denied,  not 
merely  by  skeptics,  but  by  modern  philosophers  almost  to  a  man. 
This  historical  circumstance,  therefore,  of  itself  would  create  a 
strong  presumption,  that  the  two  facts  must  stand  on  very  different 
foundations ;  and  this  presumption  is  confirmed  when  we  investi- 
gate what  these  foundations  themselves  are. 

The  one  fact,  —  the  fact  of  the  testimony,  is  an  act  of  conscious- 
ness itself;  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  invalidated  without  self-contra- 
diction. For,  as  we  have  frequently  observed,  to  doubt  the  reality 
of  that  of  which  we  are  conscious  is  impossible ;  for  as  we  can  only 
doubt  through  consciousness,  to  doubt  of  consciousness  is  to  doubt 
of  consciousness  by  consciousness.  I£  on  the  one  hand,  we  affirm 
the  reality  of  the  doubt,  we  thereby  explicitly  affirm  the  reality  of 
consciousness,  and  contradict  our  doubt ;  i£  on  the  other  hand,  we 
deny  the  reality  of  consciousness,  we  implicitly  deny  the  reality  of 
our  denial  itself.  Thus,  in  the  act  of  perception,  consciousness 
gives  as  a  conjunct  fact,  an  ego  or  mind,  and  a  non-ego  or  matter, 
known  together,  and  contradistinguished  from  each  other.  Now, 
as  a  present  phenomenon,  this  double  fact  cannot  possibly  be 
denied.  I  cannot,  therefore,  refuse  the  fact,  that,  in  perception,  I 
am  conscious  of  a  phenomenon,  which  I  am  compelled  to  regard  as 
the  attribute  of  something  different  from  my  mind  or  self.  This  I  - 
must  perforce  admit,  or  run  into  self-contradiction.    But  admitting 
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this,  may  I  not  still,  without  self-contradiction,  maintain  that  what 
I  am  compelled  to  view  as  the  phenomenon  of  something  different 
from  me  is  nevertheless  (unknown  to  me),  only  a  modification  of 
my  mind  ?  In  this  I  admit  the  fact  of  the  testimony  of  conscious- 
ness as  given,  bat  deny  the  truth  of  its  report.  Whether  this 
denial  of  the  truth  of  consciousness  as  a  witness,  is  or  is  not  legiti- 
mate, we  are  not,  at  this  moment,  to  consider :  all  I  have  in  view 
at  present  is,  as  I  said,  to  show  that  we  must  distinguish  in  con- 
sciousness two  kinds  of  facts,  —  the  fact  of  consciousness  testifying, 
and  the  fact  of  which  consciousness  testifies ;  and  that  we  must 
not,  as  Mr.  Stewart  has  done,  hold  that  we  can  as  little  doubt  of  the 
fact  of  the  existence  of  an  external  world,  as  of  the  feet  that  con- 
sciousness gives,  in  mutual  contrast,  the  phenomenon  of  sel£  in 
contrast  to  the  phenomenon  of  not-self.1  . 

Under  this  first  law,  let  it,  therefore,  be  laid  down,  in  the  first 

place,  that  by  a  fact  of  consciousness  properly  so 
a/Surdmonthe     W      ^^^  *8  meant  a  primary  and  universal  fact  of 

our  intellectual  being ;  and,  in  the  second,  that 
such  facts  are  of  two  kinds,  —  1°,  The  facts  given  in  the  act  of  con- 
sciousness itself;  and,  2°,  The  facts  which  consciousness  does  not  at 
once  give,  but  to  the  reality  of  which  it  only  bears  evidence.  And 
as  simplification  is  always  a  matter  of  importance,  we  may  throw 
out  of  account  altogether  the  former  class  of  these  facts ;  for  of 
such  no  doubt  can  be,  or  has  been,  entertained.  It  is  only  the  an* 
thority  of  these  facts  as  evidence  of  something  beyond  themselves, 
—  that  is,  only  the  second  class  of  facts,  —  which  become  matter  of 
discussion ;  it  is  not  the  reality  of  consciousness  that  we  have  to 
prove,  but  its  veracity.' 

The  second  rule  is,  That  the  whole  facts  of  consciousness  be 

taken  without  reserve  or  hesitation,  whether 
u.  The  l«w  of  in-      gjven    gg    constituent,  or  as  regulative,  data. 

This  rule  is  too  manifest  to  require  much  elucida- 
tion. As  philosophy  is  only  a  development  of  the  phenomena  and 
laws  of  consciousness,  it  is  evident  that  philosophy  can  only  be 
complete,  as  it  comprehends,  in  one  harmonious  system,  all  the  con- 
stituent, and  all  the  regulative,  facts  of  consciousness.  If  any 
phenomenon  or  constituent  feet  of  consciousness  be  omitted,  the 
system  is  not  complete ;  if  any  law  or  regulative  fact  is  excluded, 
the  system  is  not  legitimate. 

l  The  only  philosopher  whom  I  have  met  external  world  is  not  self-contradictory;  by 

with,  touching  on  the  question,  is  Father  Bnf-  no  means,  —  he  is  only  mad."  —  TraiU  des 

liar,  and  he  seems  to  strike  the  nail  upon  the  JVefftuw  ffHf*,  o.  xi.  f  98.    [See  ReuTa  Work*, 

head.     He  says,  ss  I  recollect,  —  "  He  who  p.  787.— Ed.] 

gainsays  the  evidence  of  cousolousness  of  an  2  See  ReuPs  Works,  pp  748-764,  at  $eq. — Ed. 
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The  violation  of  this  second  rale  is,  in  general,  connected  with  a 
violation  of  the  third,  and  we  shall  accordingly 
H™onThe  L*w  of      illustrate  them  together.    The  third  is,  — That 
nothing  but  the  facts  of  consciousness  be  taken, 
or  if  inferences  of  reasoning  be  admitted,  that  these  at  least  be 
recognized  as  legitimate  only  as  deduced  from,  and  only  in  subordi- 
nation to,  the  immediate  data  of  consciousness,  and  that  every 
position  be  rejected  as  illegitimate  which  is  contradictory  to  these. 
The  truth  and  necessity  of  this  rule  are  not  less  evident  than  the 
truth  and  necessity  of  the  preceding.    Philoso- 
Theie  illustrated  in        ,      -        .        systematic  evolution  of  the  con- 

conjunction.  «  .  ,        ,      .  ,.  * 

tents  of  consciousness,  by  the  instrumentality  of 

consciousness ;  it,  therefore,  necessarily  supposes,  in  both  respects, 

the  veracity  of  consciousness. 

But,  though  this  be  too  evident. to  admit  of  doubt,  and  though 

no  philosopher  has  ever  openly  thrown  off  alle- 

HowSkepttotomari-      giance  to  the  authority  of  consciousness,  we 

oes  out  of  partial  dog-        *    •»  *     «  *  i  •» 

matio  systems.  "n<*,  nevertheless,  that  its  testimony  has  been 

silently  overlooked,  and  systems  established 
upon  principles  in  direct  hostility  to  the  primary  data  of  intelli- 
gence. It  is  only  such  a  violation  of  the  integrity  of  consciousness, 
by  the  dogmatist,  that  affords,  to  the  skeptic,  the  foundation  on 
which  he  can  establish  his  proof  of  the  nullity  of  philosophy.  The 
skeptic  cannot  assail  the  truth  of  the  facts  of  consciousness  in 
themselves.  In  attempting  this  he  would  run  at  once  into  self-con- 
tradiction. In  the  first  place,  he  would  enact  the  part  of  a  dogma- 
tist,-* that  is,  he  would  positively,  dogmatically,  establish  his 
doubt.  In  the  second,  waiving  this,  how  can  he  accomplish  what 
he  thus  proposes?  For  why?  He  must  attack  consciousness 
either  from  a  higher  ground,  or  from  consciousness  itself.  Higher 
ground  than  consciousness  there  is  none ;  he  must,  therefore,  inval- 
idate the  facts  of  consciousness  from  the  ground  of  consciousness 
itself.  On  this  ground,  he  cannot,  as  we  have  seen,  deny  the  facts 
of  consciousness  as  given ;  he  can  only  attempt  to  invalidate  their 
testimony.  But  this  again  can  be  done  only  by  showing  that  con- 
sciousness tells  different  tales,  —  that  its  evidence  is  contradictory, 
—that  its  data  are  repugnant.  But  this  no  skeptic  has  ever  yet 
been  able  to  do.  Neither  does  the  skeptic  or  negative  philosopher 
himself  assume  his  principles ;  he  only  accepts  those  on  which  the 
dogmatist  or  positive  philosopher  attempts  to  establish  his  doctrine; 
and  this  doctrine  he  reduoes  to  zero,  by  showing  that  its  principles 
are  either  mutually  repugnant,  or  repugnant  to  facts  of  conscious- 
ness, on  which,  though  it  may  not  expressly  found,  still,  as  facts  of 
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•consciousness,  it  cannot  refuse  to  recognize  without  denying  the 
possibility  of  philosophy  in  general. 
I  shall  illustrate  the  violation  of  this  rule  by  examples  taken  from 
the  writings  of  the  late  ingenious  Dr.  Thomas 
vioJ««om   of  the      Brown. — I  must,  however,  premise  that  this 
^w'rifj™^^      philosopher,  so  far  from  being  singular  in  his 
Thomas  Brown.  easy  way  of  appealing  to,  or  overlooking,  the 

facts  of  consciousness,  as  he  finds  them  conve- 
nient or  inconvenient  for  his  purpose,  supplies  only  a  specimen  of 
the  too  ordinary  style  of  philosophizing.    Now, 
Brown*  doctrine  of      vou  mnst  fcnOWy  that  Dr.  Brown  maintains  the 
^oi^a/^Milt      i^mmm  doctrine  of  the  philosophers,  that  we 
cnoy.  have  no  immediate  knowledge  of  anything  be- 

yond the  states  or  modifications  of  our  own  minds, 
•—that  we  are  only  conscious  of  the  ego, — the  non-ego,  as  known, 
being  only  a  modification  of  self,  which  mankind  at  large  are  illu- 
sively determined  to  view  as  external  and  different  from  self.  This 
doctrine  is  contradictory  of  the  fact  to  which  consciousness  testifies, 
— that  the  object  of  which  we  are  conscious  in  perception,  is  the 
external  reality  as  existing,  and  not  merely  its  representation  in  the 
percipient  mind.  That  this  is  the  fact  testified  to  by  consciousness, 
and  believed  by  the  ^common  sense  of  mankind,  is  admitted  even  by 
those  philosophers  who  reject  the  truth  of  the  testimony  and  the 
belief.  It  is  of  no  consequence  to  us  at  present  what  are  the 
grounds  on  which  the  principle  is  founded,  that  the  mind  can  have 
no  knowledge  of  aught  besides  itself;  it  is  sufficient  to  observe 
that,  this  principle  being  contradictory  of  the  testimony  of  con- 
sciousness, Dr.  Brown,  by  adopting  it,  virtually  accuses  conscious- 
ness of  falsehood.  But  if  consciousness  be  false  in  its  testimony  to 
one  fact,  we  can  have  no  confidence  in  its  testimony  to  any  other ; 
and  Brown,  having  himself  belied  the  veracity  of  consciousness, 
cannot,  therefore,  again  appeal  to  this  veracity  as  to  a  credible  au- 
thority. But  he  is  not  thus  consistent.  Although  he  does  not 
allow  that  we  have  any  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  an  outer 
world,  the  existence  of  that  world  he  still  maintains.  And  on  what 
grounds  ?  He  admits  the  reasoning  of  the  idealist,  that  is,  of  the 
philosopher  who  denies  the  reality  of  the  material  universe,  —  he 
admits  this  to  be  invincible.  How,  then,  is  this  conclusion  avoided  ? 
Simply  by  appealing  to  the  universal  belief  of  mankind  in  favor  of 
the  existence  of  external  things,1 — that  is,  to  the  authority  of  a 
fact  of  consciousness.    But  to  him  this  appeal  is  incompetent. 

1  Philosophy  of  the   Human   Mind,  lecture      further  pursued  in  the  Author*  Discussion*, 
xrviiL,  p.  60, 2d  edition.    See  this  argument     p.  92.  —Ed. 
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For,  in  the  first  place,  having  already  virtually  given  up,  or  rather 
positively  rejected,  the  testimony  of  consciousness,  when  conscious- 
ness deposed  to  our  immediate  knowledge  of  external  things, — 
how  can  he  even  found  upon  the  veracity  of  that  mendacious  prin- 
ciple, when  bearing  evidence  to  the  unknown  existence  of  external 
things?  I  cannot  but  believe  that  the  material  reality  exists; 
therefore,  it  does  exist,  for  consciousness  does  not  deceive  us,  —  this 
reasoning  Dr.  Brown  employs  when  defending  his  assertion  of  an 
outer  world.  I  cannot  but  believe  that  the  material  reality  is  the 
object  immediately  known  in  perception ;  therefore,  it  is  immedi- 
ately known,  for  consciousness  does  not  deceive  us,  —  this  reasoning 
Dr.  Brown  rejects  when  establishing  the  foundation  of  his  system. 
In  the  one  case,  he  maintains,  —  this  belief,  because  irresistible,  is 
true ;  in  the  other  case  he  maintains,  —  this  belief  though  irresist- 
ible, is  false.  Consciousness  is  veracious  in  the  former  belief  men- 
dacious in  the  latter.  I  approbate  the  one,  I  reprobate  the  other. 
The  inconsistency  of  this  is  apparent.  It  becomes  more  palpable 
when  we  consider,  in  the  second  place,  that  the  belief  which  Dr. 
Brown  assumes  as  true  rests  on  —  is,  in  feet,  only  the  reflex  of — 
the  belief  which  he  repudiates  as  false.  Why  do  mankind  believe 
in  the  existence  of  an  outer  world  ?  They  do  not  believe  in  it  as 
in  something  unknown ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  they  believe  it  to 
exist,  only  because  they  believe  that  they  immediately  know  it 
to  exist.  The  former  belief  is  only  as  it  is  founded  on  the  latter. 
Of  all  absurdities,  therefore,  the  greatest  is  to  assert,  —  on  the  one 
hand,  that  consciousness  deceives  us  in  the  belief  that  we  know  any 
material  object  to  exist,  and,  on  the  other,  that  the  material  object 
exists,  because,  though  on  false  grounds,  we  believe  it  to  exist. 
I  may  give  you  another  instance,  from  the  same  author,  of  the 
wild  work  that  the  application  of  this  rule 
The  same  te  true  of      mafce^  among  philosophical  systems  not  legiti- 

Brown's  proof  of  onr  ,  i  ,.£-.>>        i>  i_ 

Personal  identity.  mately  established.      Dr.    Brown,   with    other 

philosophers,  rests  the  proof  of  our  Personal 
Identity,  and  of  our  Mental  Individuality,  on  the  ground  of  beliefs, 
which,  as  "  intuitive,  universal,  immediate,  and  irresistible,"  he,  not 
unjustly,  regards  as  the  "  internal  and  never-ceasing  voice  of  our 
Creator,  —  revelations  from  on  high,  omnipotent  [and  veracious] 
as  their  Author.1  To  him  this  argument  is,  however,  incompetent, 
as  contradictory. 
What  we  know  of  self  or  person,  we  know  only  as  a  fact  of  con- 


1  JhUosophy  of  Hu  Oman  Mind,  lecture  xill.,  p.  289,  2d  edition,  alao  Sir  W.  Hamilton's 
Jyiscutsumsy  p.  96.  —  Ed. 
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sciousness.  In  onr  perceptive  consciousness,  there  is  revealed,  in 
contrast  to  each,  a  self  and  a  not-self.  This  contrast  is  either  true  or 
false.  If  true,  then  am  I  conscious  of  an  object  different  from  me, — 
that  is,  I  have  an  immediate  perception  of  the  external  reality.  If 
false,  then  am  I  not  conscious  of  anything  different  from  me,  but 
what  I  am  constrained  to  regard  as  not-me  is  only  a  modification 
of  me,  which,  by  an  illusion  of  my  nature,  I  mistake,  and  must  mis- 
take, for  something  different  from  me. 

Now,  will  it  be  credited  that  Dr.  Brown  —  and  be  it  remembered 
that  I  adduce  him  only  as  the  representative  of  a  great  majority  of 
philosophers  —  affirms  or  denies,  just  as  he  finds  it  convenient  or 
inconvenient,  this  fact,  — this  distinction  of  consciousness?  In  his 
doctrine  of  perception,  he  explicitly  denies  its  truth,  in  denying  that 
mind  is  conscious  of  aught  beyond  itself.  But,  in  other  parts  of  his 
philosophy,  this  false  fact,  this  illusive  distinction,  and  the  deceitful 
belief  founded  thereupon,  are  appealed  to,  (I  quote  his  expres- 
sions,) as  "  revelations  from  on  high,  —  as  the  never-ceasing  voice 
of  our  Creator,"  etc. 

Thus,  on  the  veracity  of  this  mendacious  belief  Dr.  Brown  estab* 
lishes  his  proof  of  our  personal  identity.  Touching  the  object  of 
perception,  when  its  evidence  is  inconvenient,  this  belief  is  quietly 
passed  over,  as  incompetent  to  distinguish  not-self  from  self;  in  the 
question  regarding  our  personal  identity,  where  its  testimony  is 
convenient,  it  is  clamorously  cited  as  an  inspired  witness,  exclu- 
sively competent  to  distinguish  self  from  not-self.  Yet  why,  if,  in 
the  one  case,  it  mistook  self  for  not-self^  it  may  not,  in  the  other, 
mistake  not-self  for  selfj  would  appear  a  problem  not  of  the  easiest 
solution. 

The  same  belief  with  the  same  inconsistency,  is  called  in  to  prove 
the  Individuality  of  mind.1  But  if  we  are  falla- 
And  of  onr  Individ-  gjously  determined,  in  our  perceptive  conscious- 
ness, to  regard  mind  both  as  mind  and  as  matter, 
—  for,  on  Brown's  hypothesis,  in  perception,  the  object  perceived  is 
only  a  mode  of  the  percipient  subject,  —  if,  I  say,  in  this  act,  I  must 
view  what  is  supposed  one  and  indivisible,  as  plural,  and  different, 
and  opposed, — how  is  it  possible  to  appeal  to  the  authority  of  a 
testimony  so  treacherous  as  consciousness  for  an  evidence  of  the 
real  simplicity  of  the  thinking  principle  ?  How,  says  the  materialist 
to  Brown,  —  how  can  you  appeal  against  me  to  the  testimony  of 
consciousness,  which  you  yourself  reject  when  against  your  own 
opinions,  and  how  can  you,  on  the  authority  of  that  testimony, 

l  Lecture  zli.  vol.  L  p.  941, 2d  edition. — Ed. 
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maintain  the  unity  of  self  to  be  more  than  an  illusive  appearance, ' 
when  self  and  not-sel£  as  known  to  consciousness,  are,  on  your  own 
hypothesis,  confessedly  only  modifications  of  the  same  percipient 
subject?  IfJ  on  your  doctrine,  consciousness  can  split  what  you 
hold  to  be  one  and  indivisible  into  two,  not  only  different  but 
opposed,  existences, — what  absurdity  is  there,  on  mine,  that  con- 
sciousness should  exhibit  as  phenomenally  one,  what  we  both  hold 
to  be  really  manifold  ?  If  you  give  the  lie  to  consciousness  in  favor 
of  your  hypothesis,  you  can  have  no  reasonable  objection  that  I 
should  give  it  the  lie  in  favor  of  mine.  If  you  can  maintain  that 
not-self  is  only  an  illusive  phenomenon, — being,  in  fact,  only  self 
in  disguise ;  I  may  also  maintain,  a  contra,  that  self  itself  is  only  an 
illusive  phenomenon,  —  and  that  the  apparent  unity  of  the  ego  is 
only  the  result  of  an  organic  harmony  of  action  between  the  parti- 
cles of  matter. 
From  these  examples,  the  truth  of  the  position  I  maintain  is  man- 
ifest,— that  a  fact  of  consciousness  can  only  be 
The  absolute  and  rejected  on  the  supposition  of  falsity,  and  that, 
universal  veracity  of      ihe  falgit    of  one  fact  0f  consciousness  being  ad- 

conflcioaroesB  mast  be  .        i     •  */»  *         /.  i»  . 

mHnfrhurt.  nutted,  the  truth  of  no  other  fact  of  conscious- 

ness can  be  maintained.  The  legal  brocard, 
Falsus  in  una,  falsvs  in  omnibus,  is  a  rule  not  more  applicable  to 
other  witnesses  than  to  consciousness.  Thus,  every  system  of  phi- 
losophy which  implies  the  negation  of  any  fact  of  consciousness,  is 
not  only  necessarily  unable,  without  self-contradiction,  to  establish 
its  own  truth  by  any  appeal  to  consciousness ;  it  is  also  unable,  with- 
out self-contradiction,  to  appeal  to  consciousness  against  the  false- 
hood of  any  other  system.  If  the  absolute  and  universal  veracity 
of  consciousness  be  once  surrendered,  every  system  is  equally  true, 
or  rather  all  are  equally  false ;  philosophy  is  impossible,  for  it  has 
now  no  instrument  by  which  truth  can  be  discovered,  —  no  stand- 
ard by  which  it  can  be  tried ;  the  root  of  our  nature  is  a  lie.  But 
though  it  is  thus  manifestly  the  common  interest  of  every  scheme 
of  philosophy  to  preserve  intact  the  integrity  of  consciousness,  almost 
every  scheme  of  philosophy  is  only  another  mode  in  which  this 
integrity  has  been  violated.  I£  therefore,  I  am  able  to  prove  the  fact 
of  this  various  violation,  and  to  show  that  the  facts  of  conscious- 
ness have  never,  or  hardly  ever,  been  fairly  evolved,  it  will  follow, 
as  I  said,  that  no  reproach  can  be  justly  addressed  to  consciousness 
as  an  ill-informed,  or  vacillating,  or  perfidious  witness,  but  to  those 
only  who  were  too  proud,  or  too  negligent,  to  accept  its  testimony, 
to  employ  its  materials,  and  to  obey  its  laws.    And  on  this  suppo- 
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ation,  so  far  should  we  be  from  despairing  of  the  future  advance  of 
philosophy  from  the  experience  of  its  past  wanderings,  that  we 
ought,  on  the  contrary,  to  anticipate  for  it  a  steady  progress,  the 
moment  that  philosophers  can  be  persuaded  to  look  to  consciousness, 
ju*d  to  consciousness  alone,  for  their  materials  and  their  rules. 


LECTURE  XVI. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,  — VIOLATIONS  OF  ITS   AUTHORITY. 

On  the  principle,  which  no  one  has  yet  been  found  bold  enough  ' 

formally  to  deny,  and  which,  indeed,  requires 

ConMiomnev,  the      only  to  be  understood  to  be  acknowledged,  — 

flpst  and   generative      namely,  that  as  all  philosophy  is  evolved  from 

principle  of  PbJlceo-  /  *i.     A     *u     * 

^  consciousness,  so,  on  the  truth  of  consciousness, 

the  possibility  of  all  philosophy  is  dependent,  — 
it  is  manifest,  at  once  and  without  further  reasoning,  that  no  philo- 
sophical theory  can  pretend  to  truth  except  that  single  theory  which 
comprehends  and  develops  the  fact  of  consciousness  on  which  it 
founds,  without  retrenchment,  distortion,  or  addition.  Were  a  phi- 
losophical system  to  pretend  that  it  culls  out  all  that  is  correct  in 
a  fact  of  consciousness,  and  rejects  only  what  is  erroneous, — what 
would  be  the  inevitable  result?  In  the  first  place,  this  system 
admits,  and  must  admit,  that  it  is  wholly  dependent  on  conscious- 
ness for  its  constituent  elements,  and  for  the  rules  by  which  these 
are  selected  and  arranged,  —  in  short,  that  it  is  wholly  dependent 
on  consciousness  for  its  knowledge  of  true  and  false.  But,  in  the 
second  place,  it  pretends  to  select  a  part,  and  to  reject  a  part,  of  a 
fact  given  and  guaranteed  by  consciousness.  Now,  by  what  crite- 
rion, by  what  standard,  can  it  discriminate  the  true  from  the  false 
in  this  fact?  This  criterion  must  be  either  consciousness  itself,  or 
an  instrument  different  from  consciousness.  If  it  be  an  instrument 
different  from  consciousness,  what  is  it  ?  No  such  instrument  has 
ever  yet  been  named  —  has  ever  yet  been  heard  of.  If  it  exist,  and 
if  it  enable  us  to  criticize  the  data  of  consciousness,  it  must  be  a 
higher  source  of  knowledge  than  consciousness,  and  thus  it  will 
replace  consciousness  as  the  first  and  generative  principle  of  philos- 
ophy. But  of  any  principle  of  this  character,  different  from  con- 
sciousness, philosophy  is  yet  in  ignorance.  It  remains  unenounced 
and  unknown.  It  may  therefore,  be  safely  assumed  not  to  be.  The 
standard,  therefore,  by  which  any  philosophical  theory  can  profess 
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to  regulate  its  choice  among  the  elements  of  any  fact  of  conscious- 
ness, must  be  consciousness  itself  Now,  mark  the  dilemma.  The 
theory  makes  consciousness  the  discriminator  between  what  is  true 
and  what  is  false  in  its  own  testimony.  But  if  consciousness  be 
assumed  to  be  a  mendacious  witness  in  certain  parts  of  its  evidence, 
how  can  it  be  presumed  a  veracious  witness  in  others?  This  it 
cannot  be.  It  must  be  held  as  false  in  all,  if  false  in  any ;  and  the 
philosophical  theory  which  starts  from  this  hypothesis,  starts  from  a 
negation  of  itself  in  the  negation  of  philosophy  in  general.  Again, 
on  the  hypothesis  that  part  of  the  deliverance  of  consciousness  is 
true,  part  false,  how  can  consciousness  enable  us  to  distinguish  these? 
This  has  never  yet  been  shown  ;  it  is,  in  fact,  inconceivable.  But, 
farther,  how  is  it  discovered  that  any  part  of  a  datum  of  conscious- 
ness is  false,  another  true  ?  This  can  only  be  done  if  the  datum 
involve  a  contradiction.  But  if  the  facts  of  consciousness  be  con- 
tradictory, then  is  consciousness  a  principle  of  falsehood ;  and  the 
greatest  of  conceivable  follies  would  be  an  attempt  to  employ  such 
a  principle  in  the  discovery  of  truth.  And  such  an  act  of  folly  is 
every  philosophical  theory  which,  departing  from  an  admission  that 
the  data  of  consciousness  are  false,  would  still  pretend  to  build  out 
of  them  a  system  of  truth.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  data  of 
consciousness  are  not  contradictory,  and  consciousness,  therefore,  not 
a  self-convicted  deceiver,  how  is  the  unapparent  falsehood  of  its 
evidence  to  be  evinced  ?  This  is  manifestly  impossible ;  for  such 
falsehood  is  not  to  be  presumed ;  and,  we  have  previously  seen,  there 
is  no  higher  principle  by  which  the  testimony  of  consciousness  can 
be  can  vaased  and  redargued.  Consciousness,  therefore,  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed veracious ;  a  philosophical  theory  which  accepts  one  part  of 
the  harmonious  data  of  consciousness  and  rejects  another,  is  mani- 
festly a  mere  caprice,  a  chimera  not  worthy  of  consideration,  far  less 
of  articulate  disproof.     It  is  ab  initio  null. 

I  have  been  anxious  thus  again  to  inculcate  upon  you  this  view 
in  regard  to  the  relation  of  Philosophy  to  Consciousness,  because  it 
contains  a  preliminary  refutation  of  all  those  proud  and  wayward 
systems  which,  though  they  can  only  pretend  to  represent  the  truth 
inasmuch  as  they  fully  and  fairly  develop  the  revelations  vouch- 
safed to  us  through  consciousness,  still  do,  one  and  all  of  them, 
depart  from  a  false  or  partial  acceptance  of  these  revelations  them- 
selves ;  and  because  it  affords  a  clear  and  simple  criterion  of  cer- 
tainty in  our  own  attempts  at  philosophical  construction.  If  it  be 
correct,  it  sweeps  away  at  once  a  world  of  metaphysical  specula- 
tion ;  and  if  it  curtail  the  dominions  -of  human  reason,  it  firmly 
establishes  our  authority  over  what  remains. 
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In  order  still  further  to  evince  to  70a  the  importance  of  the  pre- 
cept (namely,  that  we  most  look  to  conscious* 

Violations  of  the  au-  i    .  •  i  ^         « 

thority  of  conscious-      ness  md  to  °°™<»ou8nei»  alone  for  the  mate- 
noss  illustrated,  rials  and  rules  of  philosophy),  and  to  show  ar- 

ticulately how  all  the  variations  of  philosophy 
have  been  determined  by  its  neglect,  I  will  take  those  facts  of  con- 
sciousness which  lie  at  the  very  root  of  philosophy,  and  with  which, 
consequently,  all  philosophical  systems  are  necessarily  and  primarily 
conversant ;  and  point  out  how,  besides  the  one  true  doctrine  which 
accepts  and  simply  states  the  fact  as  given,  there  are  always  as 
many  various  actual  theories  as  there  are  various  possible  modes  of 
distorting  or  mutilating  this  fact.  I  shall  commence  with  that 
great  fact  to  which  I  have  already  alluded, —  that 

The  Duality  of  Con-  •  j.    .   ■%  •  •  . .  <% 

aciousness.  we  are  immediately  conscious  m  perception  of 

an  ego  and  a  non-ego,  known  together,  and 
known  in  contrast  to  each  other.  This  is  the  fact  of  the  Duality 
of  Consciousness.  It  is  clear  and  manifest  When  I  concentrate 
my  attention  in  the  simplest  act  of  perception,  I  return  from  my 
observation  with  the  most  irresistible  conviction  of  two  facts,  or 
rather  two  branches  of  the  same  fact; — that  I  am,  —  and  that 
something  different  from  me  exists.  In  this  act,  I  am  conscious  of 
myself  as  the  perceiving  subject,  and  of  an  external  reality  as  the 
object  perceived ;  and  I  am  conscious  of  both  existences  in  the  same 
indivisible  moment  of  intuition.  The  knowledge  of  the  subject 
does  not  precede,  nor  follow,  the  knowledge  of  the  object,  —  neither 
determines,  neither  is  determined  by,  the  other. 

Such  is  the  fact  of  perception  revealed  in  consciousness,  and  as  it 

determines  mankind  in  general  in  their  almost 

The  fact  of  the  testi-      equal  assurance  of  the  reality  of  an  external 

mony  of  conscious-      woim  as  of  the  existence  of  their  own  minds. 

neat  in  Perception  al-  ^ 

lowed  by  those  who  Consciousness  declares  our  knowledge  of  mate- 
deny  hi  truth.  rial  qualities  to  be  intuitive  or  immediate, — not 
representative  or  mediate.  Nor  is  the  fact,  as 
given,  denied  even  by  those  who  disallow  its  truth.  So  clear  is 
the  deliverance,  that  even  the  philosophers  who  reject  an  intuitive 
perception,  find  it  impossible  not  to  admit,  that  their  doctrine 
stands  decidedly  opposed  to  the  voice  of  consciousness, — to  the 
natural  convictions  of  mankind.  I  may  give  you  some  examples  of 
the  admission  of  this  fact,  which  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to 
place  beyond  the  possibility  of  doubt.  I  quote,  of  course,  only  from 
those  philosophers  whose  systems  are  in  contradiction  of  the  testi- 
mony of  consciousness,  which  they  are  forced  to  admit.  I  might 
quote  to  you  confessions  to  this  effect  from  Descartes,  De  Pension- 
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ibus,  article  23,  and  from  Malebranche,  Recherche,  liv.  iii.  c.  1.  To 
these  I  only  refer  you. 

The  following  is  from  Berkeley,  towards  the  conclusion  of  the 
third  and  last  Dialogue,  in  which  his  system  of 
Idealism  is  established:— "When  Hylas  is  at 
last  entirely  converted,  he  observes  to  Philonous, —  'After  all,  the 
controversy  about  matter,  in  the  strict  acceptation  of  it,  lies  alto- 
gether between  you  and  the  philosophers,  whose  principles,  I 
acknowledge,  are  not  near  so  natural,  or  so  agreeable  to  the  com- 
mon sense  of  mankind,  and  Holy  Scripture,  as  yours/  Philonous 
observes  in  the  end,  — 4  That  he  does  not  pretend  to  be  a  setter-up 
of  new  notions ;  his  endeavors  tend  only  to  unite,  and  to  place  in  a 
clearer  light,  that  truth  which  was  before  shared  between  the  vulgar 
and  the  philosophers;  the  former  being  of  opinion,  that  those  things 
they  immediately  perceive  are  the  real  things ;  and  the  latter,  that 
the  things  immediately  perceived  are  ideas  which  exist  only  in  the 
mind ;  which  two  things  put  together  do,  in  effect,  constitute  the 
substance  of  what  he  advances.'  And  he  concludes  by  observing, — 
'That  those  principles  which  at  first  view  lead  to  skepticism,  pur* 
sued  to  a  certain  point,  bring  men  back  to  common  sense.' " 1 

Here  you  will  notice  that  Berkeley  admits  that  the  common  be- 
lief of  mankind  is,  that  the  things  immediately  perceived  are  not 
representative  objects  in  the  mind,  but  the  external  realities  them- 
selves. Hume,  in  like  manner,  makes  the  same  confession ;  and  the 
confession  of  that  skeptical  idealist,  or  skeptical  nihilist,  is  of  the 
utmost  weight. 

"  It  seems  evident  that  men  are  carried  by  a  natural  instinct  or 
prepossession  to  repose  faith  in  their  senses; 
and  that,  without  any  reasoning,  or  even  almost 
before  the  use  of  reason,  we  always  suppose  an  external  universe, 
which  depends  not  on  our  perception,  but  would  exist  though  we 
and  every  sensible  creature  were  absent  or  annihilated.  Even  the 
animal  creation  are  governed  by  a  like  opinion,  and  preserve  this 
belief  of  external  objects  in  all  their  thoughts,  designs,  and  actions. 

"It  seems  also  evident  that,  when  men  follow  this  blind  and 
powerful  instinct  of  nature,  they  always  suppose  the  very  images 
presented  by  the  senses  to  be  the  external  objects,  and  never  enter- 
tain any  suspicion  that  the  one  are  nothing  but  representations  of 
the  other.  This  very  table,  which  we  see  white,  and  which  we  feel 
hard,  is  believed  to  exist,  independent  of  our  perception,  and  to  be 
something  external  to  our  mind,  which  perceives  it.  Our  presence 
bestows  not  being  on  it,  —  our  absence  does  not  annihilate  it.    It 

1  See  RtuFi  Works,  p.  984.  —  Ed. 
26 
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preserves  its  existence  uniform  and  entire,  independent  of  the  situa- 
tion of  intelligent  beings,  who  perceive  or  contemplate  it. 

"  But  this  universal  and  primary  opinion  of  all  men  is  soon  de- 
stroyed by  the  slightest  philosophy,  which  teaches  us  that  nothing 
can  ever  be  present  to  the  mind  but  an  image  or  perception,  and 
that  the  senses  are  only  the  inlets  through  which  these  images  are 
conveyed,  without  being  able  to  produce  any  immediate  intercourse 
between  the  mind  and  the  object.  The  table,  which  we  see,  seems 
to  diminish  as  we  remove  farther  from  it ;  but  the  real  table,  which 
exists  independent  of  us,  suffers  no  alteration ;  it  was,  therefore, 
nothing  but  its  image  which  was  present  to  the  mind.  These  are 
the  obvious  dictates  of  reason;  and  no  man  who  reflects,  ever 
doubted  that  the  existences  which  we  consider,  when  we  say,  this 
house  and  that  tree,  are  nothing  but  perceptions  in  the  mind,  and 
fleeting  copies  or  representations  of  other  existences,  which  remain 
uniform  and  independent 

a  Do  you  follow  the  instincts  and  propensities  of  nature,  may  they 
say,  in  assenting  to  the  veracity  of  sense  ?  But  these  lead  you  to 
believe  that  the  very  perception  or  sensible  image  is  the  external 
object.  Do  you  disclaim  this  principle,  in  order  to  embrace  a  mora 
rational  opinion,  that  the  perceptions  are  only  representations  of 
something  external  ?  You  here  depart  from  your  natural  propen- 
sities and  more  obvious  sentiments ;  and  yet  are  not  able  to  satisfy 
your  reason,  which  can  never  find  any  convincing  argument  from 
experience  to  prove  that  the  perceptions  are  connected  with  any 
external  objects." l 

The  fact  that  consciousness  does  testify  to  an  immediate  knowl- 
edge by  mind  of  an  object  different  from  any  modification  of  its 
own,  is  thus  admitted  even  by  those  philosophers  who  still  do  not 
hesitate  to  deny  the  truth  of  the  testimony ;  for  to  say  that  all  men 
do  naturally  believe  in  such  a  knowledge,  is  only,  in  other  words,  to 
say  that  they  believe  it  upon  the  authority  of  consciousness.  A  fact 
of  consciousness,  and  a  fact  of  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  are 
only  various  expressions  of  the  same  import.  We  may,  therefore, 
lay  it  down  as  an  undisputed  truth,  that  consciousness  gives,  as  an 
ultimate  fact,  a  primitive  duality ;  —  a  knowledge  of  the  ego  in  rela- 
tion and  contrast  to  the  non-ego ;  and  a  knowledge  of  the  non-ego 
in  relation  and  contrast  to  the  ego.  The  ego  and  non-ego  are,  thus, 
given  in  an  original  synthesis,  as  conjoined  in  the  unity  of  knowl- 

l  Essays,  vol.  ii.  pp.  154, 155, 156, 157  (edit  the  same  thing  is  acknowledged  by  Kant,  by 

1788).    Similar  confessions  are  made  by  Hume  Fichte,  by  Schelling,  by  Tennemann,  by  Jae- 

in  his  Treatise  of  Human  Nature,  vol.  i.  pp.  obi.     Several  of  these  testimonies  yon  will 

890,  888, 853,  858,  861,  869,  (original  edit );  —  find  extracted  and  translated  in  a  note  of  my 

in  a  word,  you  may  read  from  880  to  870;  and  Discussions  on  Philosophy,  p.  92. 
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edge,  and,  in  an  original  antithesis,  as  opposed  in  the  contrariety  of 
existence.    In  other  words,  we  are  conscious  of  them  in  an  indivisi- 
ble act  of  knowledge  together  and  at  once,  —  but  we  are  conscious 
of  them  as,  in  themselves,  different  and  exclusive  of  each  other. 
Again,  consciousness  not  only  gives  us  a  duality,  but  it  gives  its 
elements  in  equal  counterpoise   and  indepen- 
Tha  Ego  and  Non-      dence.    The  ego  and  non-ego  —  mind  and  mat- 
acloJ?™  ta7  e^aj      ter— are  n^t  only  given  together,  but  in  abso- 
counterpoiseandinde-      lute  coequality.     The  one  does  not  precede,  the 
pendence,  other  does  not  follow;  and,  in  their  mutual 

•  relations,   each  is   equally    dependent,  equally 

independent.  Such  is  the  fact  as  given  in  and  by  consciousness. 
Philosophers  have  not,  however,  been  content  to 
Aa  many  different  accept  the  fact  in  its  integrity,  but  have  been 
philosophical  aystema  pleased  to  accept  it  only  under  such  qualifica- 
l*  ^admits  of  w£  tions  as  it  suited  their  systems  to  devise.  In 
0118  possible  modifl-  truth,  there  are  just  as  many  different  philosoph- 
•ationa.  ical  systems  originating  in  this  fact,  as  it  admits 

of  various  possible  modifications.  An  enumera- 
tion of  these  modifications,  accordingly,  affords  an  enumeration  of 
philosophical  theories. 

In  the  first  place,  there  is  the  grand  division  of  philosophers  into 

those  who  do,  and  those  who  do  not,  accept  the 

I.  Those  who  do,      fact  in  its  integrity.1     Of  modern  philosophers, 

•ad  those  who  do  not,      aimost  ^i  are  comprehended  under  the  latter 

accept  in  its  integrity  .  ._  _ *  ._ 

the  fact  of  the  Dual-  category,  while  of  the  former,  if  we  do  not 
ity  of  Consciousness.  remount  to  the  schoolmen  and  the  ancients,  — 
I  am  only  aware  of  a  single  philosopher"  before 
Reid,  who  did  not  reject,  at  least  in  part,  the  feet  as  consciousness 
affords  it.  As  it  is  always  expedient  to  possess  a  precise  name  for 
a  precise  distinction,  I  would  be  inclined  to  denominate  those  who 
implicitly  acquiesce  in  the  primitive  duality  as 
given  in  consciousness,  the  Natural  Realists  or 

Naturalist*  or  Natural        ~_  x        .    -.      ..  ,'         .       ,      A  .  __ 

Dualists.  Natural  Dualists,  and  their  doctrine,  Natural 

Realism  or  Natural  Dualism. 

In  the  second  place,  the  philosophers  who  do  not  accept  the  fact, 

and  the  whole  fact,  may  be  divided  and  subdi- 

^J!  ^T'  varion*Iy      vided  into  various  classes  by  various  principles 

subdivided  *  r  r 

of  distribution. 
The  first  subdivision  will  be  taken  from  the  total,  or  partial, 

1  See  the  Author's  Suppl.  Disser.  to  JUiiPs     John  8ergeant  is  subsequently  referred  to  by 
Works,  Note  C.  —  Ed.  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  as  holding  a  similar  doctrine 

2  This  philosopher  is  doubtless  Peter  Poiret.      in  a  paradoxical  form.    See  pp.  881, 868.— Ed. 


The  former  called 
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rejections  of  the  import  of  the  fact.  I  have  previously  shown  yon 
that  to  deny  any  fact  of  consciousness  as  an  actual  phenomenon  is 
utterly  impossible.  But,  though  necessarily  admitted  as  a  present 
phenomenon,  the  import  of  this  phenomenon, — all  beyond  our 
actual  consciousness  of  its  existence,  may  be  denied.  We  are  able, 
without  self-contradiction,  to  suppose,  and,  consequently,  to  assert, 
that  all  to  which  the  phenomenon  of  which  we  are  conscious  refers, 
is  a  deception, — that,  for  example,  the  past  to  which  an  act  of 
memory  refers,  is  only  an  illusion  involved  in  our  consciousness  of 
the  present,  —  that  the  unknown  subject  to  which  every  phenom- 
enon of  which  we  are  conscious  involves  a  reference,  Mas  no  reality 
beyond  this  reference  itself — in  short,  that  all  our  knowledge  of 
mind  or  matter,  is  only  a  consciousness  of  vari- 
NihatoL.356*"818  *nd  oug  bundles  °^  baseless  appearances.  This  doc- 
trine, as  refusing  a  substantial  reality  to  the 
phenomenal  existence  of  which  we  are  conscious,  is  called  Nihil- 
ism; and,  consequently,  philosophers,  as  they  affirm  or  deny  the 
authority  of  consciousness  in  guaranteeing  a  substratum  or  sub* 
stance  to  the  manifestations  of  the  ego  and  non-ego,  are  divided 
into  Realists  or  Substantialists,  and  into  Nihilists  or  Non-Substan- 
tialists.  Of  positive  or  dogmatic  Nihilism  there  is  no  example  in 
modern  philosophy,  for  Oken's  deduction  of  the  universe  from  the 
original  nothing,1— the  nothing  being  equivalent  to  the  Absolute 
or  God,  is  only  the  paradoxical  foundation  of  a  system  of  realism; 
and,  in  ancient  philosophy,  we  know  too  little  of  the  book  of  Gor- 
gias  the  Sophist,  entitled  II^h  tov  fiy  0W09,  i)  irtpl  ^uo-co*,* —  Con- 
cerning Nature  or  the  JVbn-Mcistent, —  to  be  able  to  affirm  whether 
it  were  maintained  by  him  as  a  dogmatic  and  bona  fide  doctrine.  But 
as  a  skeptical  conclusion  from  the  premises  of  previous  philosophers 
we  have  an  illustrious  example  of  Nihilism  in  Hume ;  and  the  cele- 
brated Fichte  admits  that  the  speculative  principles  of  his  own  ideal- 
ism would,  unless  corrected  by  his  practical,  terminate  in  this  result.* 
The  Realists  or  Substantialists  are  again  divided  into  Dualists, 
and  into  Unitarians  or  Monists,  according  as 
Beftifeta  divided  in-      thev  or  are  not^  contente<i  with  the  testi- 

to  Hypothetical   Du-  «  .  ,  -,      ,.   . 

•lifts  andMonirti.  mony  of  consciousness  to  the  ultimate  duplicity 

of  subject  and  object  in  perception.  The  Dual- 
ists, of  whom  we  are  now  first  speaking,  are  distinguished  from  the 
Natural  Dualists  of  whom  we  formerly  spoke,  in  this, — that  the 

l  See  Oken>s  PkysiopkOosophy,  translated  for  8  See  a  remarkable  passage  in  the  Bestim- 

the  Bay  Society  by  Talk,  $  81-48.  —  Ed.  mung  tUs  Mensdun,  p.  174,  ( Werkt,  toI.  il.  p. 

s  See  Sextos  Empirical,  Adv.  Math.  viL  66.  246),  translated  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton.    ReuT* 

—Ed.  Workst  p.  129. — Ed. 
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latter  establish  the  existence  of  the  two  worlds  of  mind  and  mat- 
ter on  the  immediate  knowledge  we  possess  of  both  series  of  phe- 
nomena,—  a  knowledge  of  which  consciousness  assures  us;  whereas 
the  former,  surrendering  the  veracity  of  consciousness  to  our  imme- 
diate knowledge  of  material  phienomena,  and,  consequently,  our 
immediate  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  matter,  still  endeavor, 
by  various  hypotheses  and  reasonings,  to  maintain  the  existence 
of  an  unknown  external  world.  As  we  denominate  those  who 
maintain  a  dualism  as  involved  in  the  fact  of  consciousness,  Natural 
Dualists;  so  we  may  style  those  dualists  who  deny  the  evidence  of 
consciousness  to  our  immediate  knowledge  of  aught  beyond  the 
sphere  of  mind,  Hypothetical  Dualists  or  Cosmothetic  Idealists. 

To  the  class  of  Cosmothetio  Idealists,  the  great  majority  of 
modern  philosophers  are  to  be  referred.    Deny- 

Th«  majority  of  ^g  an  immediate  or  intuitive  knowledge  of  the 
^^JtoeTr^e"  external  reality,  whose  existence  they  maintain, 
*r  the«c  dam,  and  they,  of  course,  hold  a  doctrine  of  mediate  or 
are  subdivided  accord-  representative  perception ;  and,  according  to  the 
tag  to  their  view  of      varioug  modifications  of  that  doctrine,  they  are 

the  representation  in 

perception.  again  subdivided  into  those  who  view,  in  the 

immediate  object  of  perception,  a  representative 
entity  present  to  the  mind,  but  not  a  mere  mental  modification,  and 
into  those  who  hold  that  the  immediate  object  is  only  a  representa- 
tive modification  of  the  mind  itself.  It  is  not  always  easy  to  deter- 
mine to  which  of  these  classes  some  philosophers  belong.  To  the 
former,  or  class  holding  the  cruder  hypothesis  of  representation, 
certainly  belong  the  followers  of  Democritus  and  Epicurus,  those 
Aristotelians  who  held  the  vulgar  doctrine  of  species,  (Aristotle 
himself  was  probably  a  natural  dualist,)1  and  in  recent  times,  among 
many  others,  Malebranche,  Berkeley,  Clarke,  Newton,  Abraham 
Tucker,  etc.  To  these  is  also,  but  problematically,  to  be  referred 
Locke.  To  the  second,  or  class  holding  the  finer  hypothesis  of 
representation,  belong,  without  any  doubt,  many  of  the  Platonists, 
Leibnitz,  Arnauld,  Crousaz,  Condillac,  Kant,  etc.,  and  to  this  class 
is  also  probably  to  be  referred  Descartes." 
The  philosophical  Unitarians  or  Monists,  reject  the  testimony  of 
consciousness  to  the  ultimate  duality  of  the  sub- 

Monlats,  subdivided,  .  -     ,  .  * 

ject  and  object  m  perception,  but  they  arrive  at 
the  unity  of  these  in  different  ways.    Some  admit  the  testimony  of 

1  Aristotle's  opinion  is  doubtful.     In  the  the  Author's  Notes,  ReuPs  Works,  pp.  800, 886; 

Zh  Anima,  i.  6,  he  combats  the  theory  of  Em-  and  M.  St.  Hilaire's  preface  to  bis  translation 

pedocles,  that  like  is  known  by  like,  and  ap-  of  the  De  Anima,  p.  22.—  Ed. 
pears  as  a  natural  realist.    But  in  the  Nicom- 

athum  Ethics,  yi.  1,  he  adopts  the  principle  of  »  See  the  Author's  Discussions,  p.  67  sag. 

similarity  as  the  basis  of  all  knowledge.    See  —  Ed. 
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consciousness  to  the  equipoise  of  the  mental  and  material  phe- 
nomena, and  do  not  attempt  to  reduce  either  mind  to  matter,  or 
matter  to  mind.  They  reject,  however,  the  evidence  of  conscious- 
ness to  their  antithesis  in  existence,  and  maintain  that  mind  and 
matter  are  only  phenomenal  modifications  of  the  same  common 
substance.  This  id  the  doctrine  of  Absolute 
into,i.  Those  who      Identity,  — a  doctrine  of  which  the  most  illus- 

hold  the  doctrine  of  J  .  A     ,  ., 

Absolute  identity;  tnous  representatives  among  recent  philosophers 

are  Schelling,  Hegel,  and  Cousin.    Others  again 
deny  the  evidence  of  consciousness  to  the  equipoise  of  the  subject 
and  object  as  coordinate  and  cooriginal  elements ;  and  as  the  bal- 
ance is  inclined  in  favor  of  the  one  relative  or  the  other,  two  oppo- 
site schemes  of  psychology  are  determined.     If  the  subject  be 
taken  as  the  original  and  genetic,  and  the  object 
evolved  from  it  as  its  product,  the  theory  of 
Idealism  is  established.     On  the  other  hand,  if  the  object  be  as- 
sumed as  the  original  and  genetic,  and  the  sub- 

ft.  Iff  atari  AliiiifL. 

ject  evolved  from  it  as  its  product,  the  theory 
of  Materialism  is  established. 
In  regard  to  these  two  opposite  schemes  of  a  one-sided  philoso- 
phy, I  would  at  present  make  an  observation  to 
How  a  philosophic-      which  it  may  be  afterwards  necessary  to  recur 
•l  system  is  often  pre-      — viz.,  that  a  philosophical  system  is  often  pre- 
sented from  ^       vented  frQm  faUi       fa      absolute  idealism  or 

Into  absolute  idealism  ° 

or  absolute  material-      absolute  materialism,  and  held  in  a  kind  of 
km.  vacillating  equilibrium,  not  in  consequence  of 

being  based  on  the  fact  of  consciousness,  but 
from  the  circumstance,  that  its  materialistic  tendency  in  one  opinion 
happens  to  be  counteracted  by  its  idealistic  tendency  in  another; — 
two  opposite  errors,  in  short,  cooperating  to  the  same  result  as  one 
truth.  On  this  ground  is  to  be  explained,  why  the  philosophy  of 
Locke  and  Condillac  did  not  more  easily  slide  into  materialism. 
Deriving  our  whole  knowledge,  mediately  or  immediately,  from 
the  senses,  this  philosophy  seemed  destined  to  be  fairly  analyzed 
into  a  scheme  of  materialism ;  but  from  this  it  was  for  a  long  time 
preserved,  in  consequence  of  involving  a  doctrine,  which,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  not  counteracted,  would  have  naturally  carried  it 
over  into  idealism.  This  was  the  doctrine  of  a  representative  per- 
ception. The  legitimate  issue  of  such  a  doctrine  is  now  admitted, 
on  all  hands,  to  be  absolute  idealism;  and  the  only  ground  on  which 
it  has  been  latterly  thought  possible  to  avoid  this  conclusion,  —  an 
appeal  to  the  natural  belief  of  mankind  in  the  existence  of  an 
external  world,  —  is,  as  I  showed  you,  incompetent  to  the  hypo- 
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thetical  dualist  or  cosmothetic  idealist.  In  his  hands  such  an  appeal 
is  self-contradictory.  For  if  this  universal  belief  be  fairly  applied, 
it  only  proves  the  existence  of  an  outer  world  by  disproving  the 
hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception. 

To  recapitulate  what  I  have  now  said :  —  The  philosophical  sys- 
tems concerning  the  relation  of  mind  and  mat- 

fecapituiatfon  of  ter^  ftre  COeXtensive  with  the  various  possible 
modes  in  which  the  fact  of  the  Duality  of  Con- 
sciousness may  be  accepted  or  refused.  It  may  be  accepted  either 
wholly  and  without  reserve,  or  it  may  not.  The  former  alternative 
affords  the  class  of  Natural  Realists  or  Natural  Dualists. 

Those,  again,  who  do  not  accept  the  fact  in  its  absolute  integrity, 
are  subdivided  in  various  manners.  They  are,  first  of  all,  distin- 
guished into  Realists  or  Substantialists,  and  into  Nihilists,  as  they 
do,  or  do  not,  admit  a  subject,  or  subjects,  to  the  two  opposite  series 
of  phenomena  which  consciousness  reveals.  The  former  class  is 
again  distributed  into  Hypothetical  Dualists  or  Cosmothetic  Ideal- 
ists, and  into  Unitarians  or  Monists. 

The  Hypothetical  Dualists  or  Cosmothetic  Idealists,  are  divided, 
according  to  their  different  theories  of  the  representation  in  per- 
ception, into  those  who  view  in  the  object  immediately  perceived, 
a  tertium  quid  different  both  from  the  external  reality  and  from 
the  conscious  mind,  and  into  those  who  identify  this  object  with  a 
modification  of  the  mind  itself. 

The  Unitarians  or  Monists  fall  into  two  classes  as  they  do,  or  do 
not,  preserve  the  equilibrium  of  subject  and  object.  If,  admitting 
the  equilibrium  of  these,  they  deny  the  reality  of  their  opposition, 
the  system'  of  Absolute  Identity  emerges,  which  carries  thought 
.  and  extension,  mind  and  matter,  up  into  modes  of  the  same  com- 
mon substance. 

It  would  be  turning  aside  from  my  present  purpose,  were  I  to 
attempt  any  articulate  refutation  of  these  various  systems.  What 
I  have  now  in  view  is  to  exhibit  to  you  how,  the  moment  that  the 
fact  of  consciousness  in  its  absolute  integrity  is  surrendered,  phi- 
losophy at  once  fails  from  unity  and  truth  into  variety  and  error. 
In  reality,  by  the  very  act  of  refusing  any  one  datum  of  conscious- 
ness, philosophy  invalidates  the  whole  credibility  of  consciousness, 
and  consciousness  ruined  as  an  instrument,  philosophy  is  extinct. 
Thus,  the  refusal  of  philosophers  to  accept  the  fact  of  the  duality 
of  consciousness,  is  virtually  an  act  of  philosophical  suicide.  Their 
various  systems  are  now  only  so  many  empty  spectres, — so  many 
enchanted  corpses,  which  the  first  exorcism  of  the  skeptic  reduces 
to  their  natural  nothingness.     The  mutual  polemic  of  these  sys- 
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terns  is  like  the  warfare  of  shadows;  as  the  heroes  in  Valhalla,  they 
hew  each  other  into  pieces,  only  in  a  twinkling  to  be  reunited,  and 
again  to  amuse  themselves  in  other  bloodless  and  indecisive  con- 
tests.1 
Having  now  given  you  a  general  view  of  the  various  systems  of 
philosophy,  in  their  mutual  relations,  as  founded 
Hypotheses  pro-      on  the  great  fact  of  the  Duality  of  Conscious- 
posed  in  regard  to  the      ne88>  j  procee^j  |n  subordination  to  this  fact,  to 

mode    of  intercourse  *    .   i»  «  .      « 

between  Mind  and  8*ve  vou  a  "nef  account  of  certain  famous  hy- 
Body.  potheses  which  it  is  necessary  for  you  to  know, 

—  hypotheses  proposed  in  solution  of  the  prob- 
lem of  how  intercourse  of  substances  so  opposite  as  mind  and  body 
could  be  accomplished.  These  hypotheses,  of  course,  belong  exclu- 
sively to  the  doctrine  of  Dualism,  for  in  the  Unitarian  system  the 
difficulty  is  resolved  by  the  annihilation  of  the  opposition,  and  the 
reduction  of  the  two  substances  to  one.    The  hypotheses  I  allude 

to,  are  known  under  the  names,  1°,  Of  the  sy*- 

Four  in  number.  *»»•  /»•%•*    ^ 

tern  of  Assistance  or  of  Occasional  Causes ;  2°, 
Of  the  Reestablished  Harmony;  3°,  Of  the  Plastic  Medium ;  and,  4°, 
Of  Physical  Influence.  The  first  belongs  to  Descartes,  De  la  Forge, 
Malebranche,  and  the  Cartesians  in  general ;  the  second  to  Leibnitz 
and  Wol£  though  not  universally  adopted  by  their  school;  the  third 
was  an  ancient  opinion  revived  in  modern  times  by  Cudworth  and 
Leclerc;*  the  fourth  is  the  common  doctrine  of  the  Schoolmen, 
and,  though  not  explicitly  enounced,  that  generally  prevalent  at 
present; — among  modern  philosophers,  it  has  been  expounded  with 
great  perspicuity  by  Euler.8  We  shall  take  these  in  their  order. 
The  hypothesis  of  Divine  Assistance  or  of  Occasional  Causes, 
sets  out  from  the  apparent  impossibility  involved 
in  Dualism  of  any  actual  communication  between 
a  spiritual  and  a  material  substance,  —  that  is,  between  extended 
and  non-extended  existences;  and  it  terminates  in  the  assertion, 
that  the  Deity,  on  occasion  of  the  affections  of  matter  —  of  the 
motions  in  the  bodily  organism,  excites  in  the  mind  correspondent 
thoughts  and  representations ;  and  on  occasion  of  thoughts  or  rep- 
resentations arising  in  the  mind,  that  He,  in  like  manner,  produces 
the  correspondent  movements  in  the  body.  But  more  explicitly : 
—  "  God,  according  to  the  advocates  of  this  scheme,  governs  the 


1  This  simile  is  taken  from  Kant,  Kritik  der  CftotWe,  vol.  ii.  p.  107,  tt  $$q.  See  also  Leib- 
r*WM»  Ttrnunfi,  p.  784  (edit  1799)— Ed.  nttz,  GnuuUrations  sw  la  Prbuipt  de  Vu.     Op- 

era, edit.  Erdmann,  p.  429.  —Ed. 

a  Cndwoith,  Intellectual  System  of  the  0m-  S  Lettres  d  une  Prineetu  d*  ABtmagnt,  part 
v<ruy  b.  i.  o.  ilL  §  87.    Leolero,  BibUotJUqw     Ii.  let  14,  ed.  Cooraot  —  Ed.] 
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universe,  and  its  constituent  existences,  by  the  laws  according  to 
which  He  has  created  them ;  and  as  the  world  was  originally  called 
into  being  by  a  mere  fiat  of  the  divine  will,  so  it  owes  the  continu- 
ance of  its  existence  from  moment  to  moment  only  to  the  unre- 
mitted perseverance  of  the  same  volition.  Let  the  sustaining 
energy  of  the  divine  will  cease,  but  for  an  instant,  and  the  universe 
lapses  into  nothingness.  The  existence  of  created  things  is  thus 
exclusively  maintained  by  a  creation,  as  it  were,  incessantly  re- 
newed. God  is,  thus,  the  necessary  cause  of  every  modification 
of  body,  and  of  every  modification  of  mind ;  and  his  efficiency  is 
sufficient  to  afford  an  explanation  of  the  union  and  intercourse  of 
extended  and  unextended   substances. 

"External  objects  determine  certain  movements  in  our  bodily 
organs  of  sense,  and  these  movements  are,  by  the  nerves  and  ani- 
mal spirits,  propagated  to  the  brain.  The  brain  does  not  act  imme- 
diately and  really  upon  the  soul ;  the  soul  has  no  direct  cognizance 
of  any  modification  of  the  brain;  this  is  impossible.  It  is  God 
himself  who,  by  a  law  which  he  has  established,  when  movements 
are  determined  in  the  brain,  produces  analogous  modifications  in 
the  conscious  mind.  In  like  manner,  suppose  the  mind  has  a  voli- 
tion to  move  the  arm ;  this  volition  is,  of  itself  inefficacious,  but 
God,  in  virtue  of  the  same  law,  causes  the  answering  motion  in  our 
limb.  The  body  is  not,  therefore,  the  real  cause  of  the  mental 
modifications ;  nor  the  mind  the  real  cause  of  the  bodily  movements. 
Nevertheless,  as  the  soul  would  not  be  modified  without  the  antece- 
dent changes  in  the  body,  nor  the  body  moved  without  the  antece- 
dent determination  of  the  soul,  —  these  changes  and  determinations 
are  in  a  certain  sort  necessary.  But  this  necessity  is  not  absolute ; 
it  is  only  hypothetical  or  conditional.  The  organic  changes,  and 
the  mental  determinations,  are  nothing  but  simple  conditions,  and 
not  real  causes ;  in  short,  they  are  occasions  or  occasional  causes."  l 
This  doctrine  of  occasional  causes  is  called,  likewise,  the  Hypothesis 
of  Assistance,  as  supposing  the  immediate  cooperation  or  interven- 
tion of  the  Deity.  It  is  involved  in  the  Cartesian  theory,  and, 
therefore,  belongs  to  Descartes  ;  but  it  was  fully  evolved  by  De  la 
Forge,  Malebranche,  and  other  followers  of  Descartes.  *  It  may, 
however,  be  traced  far  higher.  I  find  it  first  explicitly,  and  in 
all  its  extent,  maintained  in  the  commencement  of  the  twelfth 


1  [LaromigulAre  Lemons  de  Philotophie,  torn.      la  Forge,  Traiti  de  V  Esprit  de  V  Homme,  ©. 
ii.  p.  255-6.]  xvi.    Malebranche,  Recherche  de  la  Veriti,  lib. 

vi,  part  U.  o.  8,  Bntretims  tur  la  Metapkymqve, 
s  See  Descartes  Prineipia,  part  ii.  $  86.    De     Ent.  vii.  — Ed. 
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century  by  Algazel,1  or  Elgazali,  of  Bagdad,  snrnamed  the  Imaum 
of  the  world;  —  from  him  it  passed  to  the  schools  of  the  West,  and 
many  of  the  most  illustrious  philosophers  of  the  middle  ages  main- 
tained that  God  is  the  only  real  agent  in  the  universe.  *  To  this 
doctrine  Dr.  Reid  inclines,8  and  it  is  expressly  maintained  by  Mr. 
Stewart* 

This  hypothesis  did  not  satisfy  Leibnitz.  "He  reproaches  the 
Cartesians  with  converting  the  universe  into  a 

2.  Pwtttobitahed  perpetual  miracle,  and  of  explaining  the  natural, 
by  a  supernatural,  order.  This  would  annihi- 
late philosophy;  for  philosophy  consists  in  the  investigation  and 
discovery  of  the  second  causes  which  produce  the  various  pheno- 
mena of  the  universe/  You  degrade  the  Divinity,  he  subjoined; 
.  —  you  make  him  act  like  a  watchmaker,  who,  having  constructed  a 
timepiece,  would  still  be  obliged  himself  to  turn  the  hands,  to  make 
it  mark  the  hours.  A  skilful  mechanist  would  so  frame  his  clock 
that  it  would  go  for  a  certain  period  without  assistance  or  interposi- 
tion. So  when  God  created  man,  he  disposed  his  organs  and  facul- 
ties in  such  a  manner  that  they  are  able  of  themselves  to  execute 
their  functions  and  maintain  their  activity  from  birth  to  death."  • 

Leibnitz  thought  he  had  devised  a  more  philosophical  scheme, 
in  the  hypothesis  of  the  preestablished  or  predetermined  Har- 
mony, (Sy sterna  Harmonim  PraBBtabUitcB  vd  PrmdeterminatoB.) 
This  hypothesis  denies  all  real  connection,  not  only  between  spir- 
itual and  material  substances,  but  between  substances  in  general ; 
and  explains  their  apparent  communion  from  a  previously  de- 
creed coarrangement  of  the  Supreme  Being,  in  the  following  man- 
ner:—  "God,  before  creating  souls  and  bodies,  knew  all  these 
souls  and  bodies;  he  knew  also  all  possible  souls  and  bodies.7 
Now,  in  this  infinite  variety  of  possible  souls  and  bodies,  it 
was    necessary  that  there  should   be  souls  whose  series  of  per- 

1  In  his  Dutmetio  Pkilosopkorum,  now  only         *  See  Works,  pp.  267, 627.  —Ed. 
known  through  hrtuh.  of  it  byArer-        , 

roe.  called  D^«u,D«^.««,)pr»enred  ^ SW-WL-Ei, 

in  a  barbarous  Latin  translation,  In  the  ninth  anr      '    ^ 

volume  of  Aristotle's  Works,  Venice,  1660.    A         *  Systime  Nouveau  de  la  Nairn,  $  18.    Opera, 

full  account  of  this  treatise  is  given  in  Ten-  ed.  Erdmann,  p.  127.    C£    Thiodieie,  $  61. 

nemann's  GesckichU  der  Philosophie,  vol.  vili.  Ibid.,  p.  620.  —  Ed. 

p.Sfflftseq.  8eeal*oDegerando.  HufotreCwj-         .  _.  _    .    ,,       _  tt  «_--,_.   ... 

ia,*,vollr.p.m-to.  .tl4!ronJg«ttr<L^,Ua^.7]  !>,*,*» 

1  Arerroe*  1.  o.  p.  86 :   «  Agon,  oombw-  ^MmUM'    °pmh  ""  ™"™>  *  »• 
tionis  creavit  nigredinem  in  stuppa  et  com- 

bustionem  in  partibus  ejus,  et  posuit  earn  ?  Systtme  Nouveau  dt  la  Nature,  1 14.     Tht* 

combustam  et  cinerem,  et  est  Deus  gloriosus  odieie,  $  62.    These  passages  contain  the  sub- 

mediantibus  angelis,  aut  immediate.'1    See  stance  of  the  remarks  in  the  text,  but  not  the 

Xennemann,  1.  c.  p.  406.  —  Ed.  words. — Ed. 
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ceptions  and  determinations  would  correspond  to  the  series  of 
movements  which  some  of  these  possible  bodies  would  exe- 
cute; for  in  an  infinite  number  of  souls,  and  in  an  infinite  num- 
ber of  bodies,  there  would  be  found  all  possible  combinations. 
Now,  suppose  that,  out  of  a  soul  whose  series  of  modifications 
corresponded  exactly  to  the  series  of  modifications  which  a  certain 
body  was  destined  to  perform,  and  of  this  body  whose  successive 
movements  were  correspondent  to  the  successive  modifications 
of  this  soul,  God  should  make  a  man,  —  it  is  evident,  that  be- 
tween the  two  substances  which  constitute  this  man,  there  would 
subsist  the  most  perfect  harmony.  It  is,  thus,  no  longer  neces- 
sary to  devise  theories  to  account  for  the  reciprocal  intercourse 
of  the  material  and  the  spiritual  substances.  These  have  no  com- 
munication,  no  mutual  influence.  The  soul  passes  from  one  state, 
from  one  perception,  to  another,  by  virtue  of  its  own  nature.  The 
body  executes  the  series  of  its  movements  without  any  participation 
or  interference  of  the  soul  in  these.  The  soul  and  body  are  like 
two  clocks  accurately  regulated,  which  point  to  the  same  hour  and 
minute,  although  the  spring  which  gives  motion  to  the  one  is  not 
the  spring  which  gives  motion  to  the  other. *  Thus  the  harmony 
which  appears  to  combine  the  soul  and  body  is,  however,  indepen- 
dent of  any  reciprocal  action.  This  harmony  was  established  be- 
fore the  creation  of  man ;  and  hence  it  is  called  the  preestablished 
or  predetermined  harmony." a 

It  is  needless  to  attempt  a  refutation  of  this  hypothesis,  which  its 
author  himself  probably  regarded  more  as  a  specimen  of  ingenuity 
than  as  a  serious  doctrine. 

The  third  hypothesis  is  that^of  the  Plastic  Medium  between  the 
M  «.  ^.  v  ,»  8°ul  aiQd  body.     "  This  medium  participates  of 

8.  Plastic  Medium.  J  .  f  i 

the  two  natures;  it  is  partly  material,  partly 
spiritual.  As  material,  it  can  be  acted  on  by  the  body;  and  as 
spiritual,  it  can  act  upon  the  mind.  It  is  the  middle  term  of  a  con- 
tinuous proportion.  It  is  a  bridge  thrown  over  the  abyss  which 
separates  matter  from  spirit.  This  hypothesis  is  too  absurd  for 
refutation ;  it  annihilates  itself.  Between  an  extended  and  unex- 
tended  substance,  there  can  be  no  middle  existence ;  [these  being 
not  simply  different  in  degree,  but  contradictory.]  If  the  medium 
be  neither  body  nor  soul,  it  is  a  chimera ;  if  it  is  at  once  body  and 
soul,  it  is  contradictory ;  or  if,  to  avoid  the  contradiction,  it  is  said 
to  be,  like  us,  the  union  of  soul  and  body,  it  is  itself  in  want  of  a 
medium."  8 

l  Troisirm*  Eclair cissemtnt.   Opera,  edit.  Erd-         *  [Laromigniere  Lr^ons^  torn,  il  p.  257-8.] 
mann,  p.  185.  —  Ed.  8  [Laromiguitre,  Lemons,  torn.  II  p.  253-4  ] 
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The  fourth  hypothesis  is  that  of  Physical  Influence,  {Influxus 
Phyaicus.)  "  On  this  doctrine,  external  objects 
7  u"       affect  our  senses,  and  the  organic  motion  they 

determine  is  communicated  to  the  brain.  The 
brain  acts  upon  the  soul,  and  the  soul  has  an  idea,  —  a  perception. 
The  mind  thus  possessed  of  a  perception  or  idea,  is  affected  for 
good  or  ill.  If  it  suffers,  it  seeks  to  be  relieved  of  pain.  It  acts  in 
its  turn  upon  the  brain,  in  which  it  causes  a  movement  in  the  ner- 
vous system ;  the  nervous  system  causes  a  muscular  motion  in  the 
limbs,  —  a  motion  directed  to  remove  or  avoid  the  object  which 
occasions  the  sensation  of  pain. 

u  The  brain  is  the  seat  of  the  soul,  and,  on  this  hypothesis, 
the  soul  has  been  compared  to  a  spider  seated  in  the  centre  of 
its  web.  The  moment  the  least  agitation  is  caused  at  the  ex- 
tremity of  this  web,  the  insect  is  advertised  and  put  upon  the 
watch.  In  like  manner,  the  mind  situated  in  the  brain  has  a 
point  on  which  all  the  nervous  filaments  converge ;  it  is  informed 
of  what  passes  at  the  different  parts  of  the  body ;  and  forthwith  it 
takes  its  measures  accordingly.  The  body  thus  acts  with  a  real 
efficiency  on  the  mind,  and  the  mind  acts  with  a  real  efficiency  upon 
the  body.  This  action  or  influence  being  real,  —  physical,  in  the 
course  of  nature,  —  the  body  exerts  a  physical  influence  upon  the 
soul,  the  soul  a  physical  influence  upon  the  body. 

u  This  system  is  simple,  but  it  affords  us  no  help  in  explaining  the 
mysterious  union  of  an  extended  and  an  unextended  substance. 

'  Tangere  enim  et  tangi  nisi  corpus  nulla  potest  res.' 1 

Nothing  can  touch  and  be  touched  but  what  is  extended  ;  and  if 
the  soul  be  unextended,  it  can  have  no  connection  by  touch  with 
the  body,  and  the  physical  influence  is  inconceivable  or  contra- 
dictory." 2 

If  we  consider  these  hypotheses  in  relation  to  their  historical 
manifestation,  —  the   doctrine   of   Physical  In- 

Hfotoricai    order      fluence  would    stand   first;    for  this    doctrine, 

Phyltaa  hMu^,'      which  was  only  formall7  developed  into  sys- 
firet.  tem  by  the  later  Peripatetics,  was  that  preva- 

lent in  the  earlier  schools  of  Greece.  The 
Aristotelians,  —  who  held  that  the  soul  was  the  substantial  form, 
the  vital  principle,  of  the  body,  that  the  soul  was  all  in  the 
whole  and  all  in  every  part  of  the  body,  —  naturally  allowed  a  re- 
ciprocal  influence  of  these.    By  influence,    (in   Latin    influxus.) 

1  Lucretius,  i.  906.—  Ed.  «  [Laromigufere,  Lefonsy  torn.  li.  p.  261—8.] 
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70a  are  to  understand  the  relation  of  a  cause  to  its  effect,  and 
the  term,  now  adopted  into  every  vulgar  language  of  Europe, 
was  brought  into  use  principally  by  the  authority  of  Suarez,  a 
Spanish  Jesuit,  who  flourished  at  the  close  of  the  sixteenth  and 
beginning  of  the  seventeenth  centuries,  and  one  of  the  most  illus- 
trious metaphysicians  of  modern  times.  By  him  a  cause  is  defined, 
J?riiieipium  per  se  influent  esse  in  aliud. l  This  definition,  how- 
ever, and  the  use  of  the  metaphysical  term  influence^  (for  it  is  noth- 
ing more,)  are  not,  as  is  supposed,  original  with  him.  They  are  to 
be  found  in  the  pseudo-Aristotelic  treatise  De  Causis.  This  is  a 
translation  from  the  Arabic,  but  a  translation  made  many  centuries 
before  Suarez.  *    But  this  by  the  way. 

The  second  hypothesis  in  chronological  order,  is  that  of  the  Plas- 
tic Medium.    It  is  to  be  traced  to  Plato.    That 
Plastic  Medium,  sec-      philosopher,  in  illustrating  the  relation  of  the 
two  constituents  of  man,  says  that  the  soul  is  in 
the  body  like  a  sailor  in  a  ship;  that  the  soul  employs  the  body  as 
its  instrument ;  but  that  the  energy,  or  life  and  sense  of  the  body,  is 
the  manifestation  of  a  different  substance,  —  of  a  substance  which 
holds  a  kind  of  intermediate  existence  between  mind  and  matter. 
This  conjecture,  which  Plato  only  obscurely  hinted  at,  was  elaborated 
with  peculiar  partiality  by  his  followers  of  the  Alexandrian  school, 
and,  in  their  psychology,  the  ox*:,  or  vehicle  of  the  soul,  the  medium 
through  which  it  is  united  to  the  body,  is  a  prominent  element  and 
distinctive  principle.8    To  this  opinion  St.  Austin,4  among  other 


l  Disputation**  Metaphytiea,  Dtop.  xli.,  f  ii.  tales  esse  debere,  at  rirtute  quidem  semper 

4. —  Ed.  separabiles  slut, acta  aatem  Bint 

^  ^    v ,  ,.     „  „     .  ,     ^A..»       -rxi  semper  conjunct^,  quia  familiare  corpus  nan- 

»  The  UM*.  <fc  G»«  to  printed  to  .Lata  tJZt„etm0mZqmi  «„„,  £?immol> 

region  mad.  from  »  Hebrew  one,  in  the  mwea  ^  ,mmort„         ^  pl<Uo 

.eventh  volume  of  the  L«ln  edi  ton  of  Arte-  cumim  ^  deorum  „,„,„„„  ¥oc(lt  ,„ 

^ .  ^L,.m^LT\ \         T  Ph-dro- vehieu,,un  to Tin»0 "  ■"« **'> * 

ta.  .ttnbutedtoArWotle,toAvemp«e,to  moredeani,elyexpre»edbvMa*imu8Tvrft,., 

Alfarabl,  and  to  Proo  u».    The  above  defl-  ^  x,  f  (referred  ,0  b    „„,,,„        ^  ^ 

nition  does  not  occur  in  it  verbatim,  though  -   ^  i^t.r\»     x  -         \    \     1      ~  a. 

4.        .  .        .   .           a.™  zwitwa,  I.  e.):  Ovx  opas  kcU  rbv  4v  r-n  ba- 
it may  be  gathered  in  substance  from  Prop.  .  *  %  -      *  £     1     t         a     a        * 
I  —Ed  AdTTiy  xXouv,  tv&a  6  p*y  tcvfcprtrriis  ap- 

X«#  &*  $vxh  Q&V&roSy  ft  tik  rods  *px*Tait 

a  The  passage  referred  to  in  Plato  is  prob-  **  *»*  *»Xh*  ™M«-    Cf.  also  Proclus,  Inst. 

ably  Timaus,  p.  69:  Of  8i  puaovpLtwot  Trap-  Theol  c.VM  etseq.;  Cudworth,  Intellectual  Sys- 

0Kafi6rr*s  &pX¥  +»XV*  U^*™,  rb  ^rra  "w>  b'  L  *  Y  '  8'    riatner'  PA*  APhorUmien^ 

rovro  byrrrbr  <r*fxa  atnrj   xcpteTopvtvoar        D* a"* 

*XW*f  **  **>  rb  crw^o  ft<W  k.t.A.    This         4  st  Augustin  seems  to  have  adopted  the 

passage,  as  well  as  the  simile  of  the  chariot  in  ancient  and  Platonic  dogma  that  matter  ( 0^) 

the  Pha'/nu,  p.  246,  were  interpreted  in  this  j«  incorporeal  iiurt&fiaros.)   He  regarded  mat- 

sense  by  the  later  Platonists.    Sec  Ficlnus,  ter  as  "quiddam  inter  format  um  et  nihi',neo 

Th* ohgia  Plato nica,  lib.  xviil.  c.  4:  u  Ex  quo  formatum  nee  nihil,  informe  prope  nihil." 

acquiror  rationales  animas  tanquam  medias  C&nfeuions,  lib.  xli.  c.  vi.  —Ed. 
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Christian  fathers,  was  inclined,  and,  in  modern  times,  it  has  been 
revived  and  modified  by  Gassendi,1  Cudworth,*  and  Le  Clerc.* 
Descartes  agrees  with  the  Platonists  in  opposition  to  the  Aristote- 
lians, that  the  soul  is  not  the  substantial  form 

^O^Mional  Causes,        q{  ^  ^^  but  ^  ^^^t^  ^^  it  only  at  ft 

single  point  in  the  brain — viz.,  the  pineal  gland. 
The  pineal  gland,  he  supposes,  is  the  central  point  at  which  the 
organic  movements  of  the  body  terminate,  when  conveying  to  the 
mind  the  determinations  to  voluntary  motion.4  But  Descartes  did 
not  allow,  like  the  Platonists,  any  intermediate  or  connecting  sub- 
stance. The  nature  of  the  connection  he  himself  does  not  very 
explicitly  state;  —  but  his  disciples  have  evolved  the  hypothesis, 
already  explained,  of  Occasional  Causes,  in  which  God  is  the  con- 
necting principle,  —  an  hypothesis  at  least  implicitly  contained  in 
his  philosophy.' 

Finally,  Leibnitz  and  Wolf  agree  with  the  Cartesians,  that  there 

is  no  real,  but  only  an  apparent  intercourse 
published  heiv      between   mind    and    bod        To    explain   tnia 

mony,  fourth.  ,  •  * 

apparent  intercourse,  they  do  not,  however,  resort 

to  the  continual  assistance  or  interposition  of  the  Deity,  but  have 

recourse  to  the  supposition  of  a  harmony  between  mind  and  body, 

established  before  the  creation  of  either.* 

All  these  theories  are  unphilosophical,  because  they  all  attempt  to 

establish  something  beyond  the  sphere  of  obser- 
hu^wIS*1**681111"      vation,  and,  consequently,  beyond  the  sphere  of 

genuine  philosophy  ;  and  because  they  are  either, 
like  the  Cartesian  and  Leibnitzian  theories,  contradictions  of  the 
fact  of  consciousness ;  or,  like  the  two  other  hypotheses,  at  variance 
with  the  fact  which  they  supposQ.  What  St.  Austin  so  admirably 
says  of  the  substance,  either  of  mind  or  of  body,  —  "Materiam 
spiritumque  cognoscendo  ignorari  et  ignorando  cognosci,"7 — I 
would  exhort  you  to  adopt  as  your  opinion  in  regard  to  the  union  of 
these  two  existences.  In  short,  in  the  words  of  Pascal,8  a  Man  is  to 
himself  the  mightiest  prodigy  of  nature ;  for  he  is  unable  to  conceive 
what  is  body,  still  less  what  is  mind,  but  least  of  all  is  he  able  to 
conceive  how  a  body  can  be  united  to  a  mind ;  yet  this  is  his  proper 

1  Gassendi,  in  his  Phytica,  divides  the  ha-  ^  De  PassionibusAnitnay  Art.  ZlySZ.  De  Horn- 
man  soul  into  two  parts,  the  one  rational  and  ins,  art.  68.  —  Ed. 
incorporeal,  the  other  corporeal,  including  5  gee  above,  p.  209,  note  1.— Ed. 
the  nutritive  and  sensitive  faculties.    The  1st-  m  ___  ..        .      ^.         t               .         _  . 
.      .                       ..          ..         -            ti  *  [On  these  hypotheses  in  general,  see  Zed- 

ter  he  regards  as  the  medium  of  connection  ....            „  ,        M    B           ' 

v.*           A.       ai       i        i       j  4.     w  j        a  *eT  *  Lmton.  v.  SetU,  p.  98  et  sot.] 

between  the  rational  soul  and  the  body.    See  '             '  *             *  J 

pp«m,vol.  ii.p.266,1658.  — Ed.  T  Confessions,  xil.  6.    See  ante,  p.  96.  —  Ed. 

s  See  above,  p.  206,  note  1.— Ed.  8  Pmsttsy  partle  i.  art.  vi..  26.    Vol.  ii.  p. 

*  See  above  p.  206,  note  1.  —  Ed.  74,  edit.  Faugere.  —  Ed. 
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being."  A  contented  ignorance  is,  indeed,  wiser  than  a  presump- 
tuous knowledge ;  but  this  is  a  lesson  which  seems  the  last  that 
philosophers  are  willing  to  learn.  In  the  words  of  one  of  the 
acutest  of  modern  thinkers1 — "  Magna  immo  maxima  pars  sapientia 
est,  quaedam  aaquo  ammo  nescire  velle." 

l  Julius  Caaar  Sealiger.    The  passage  is  quoted  more  correctly  in  the  Author's  Ditau- 
«toiv,p.  640.— £d. 


LECTURE    XVII. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,— GENERAL   PHENOMENA,— ABE  WE  ALWAYS 
CONSCIOUSLY    ACTIVE? 

The  second  General  Fact  of  Consciousness  which  we  shall  con- 
sider, and  out  of  which  several  questions  of  great 
Activity  and  Pud?-      interest  arise,  is  the  fact,  or  correlative  facts,  of 

ity  of  Mind. 

the  Activity  and  Passivity  of  Mind. 
There  is  no  pure  activity,  no  pure  passivity  in  creation.    All  things 
in  the  universe  of  nature  are  reciprocally  in  a 
No  pure  activity  or      gtate  of  continuai  action   an<j  counter-action ; 

passivity  in  creation.  ' 

they  are  always  active  and  passive  at  once.  God 
alone  must  be  thought  of  as  a  being  active  without  any  mixture  of 
passivity,  as  his  activity  is  subjected  to  no  limitation.  But  precisely 
because  it  is  unlimited,  is  it  for  us  wholly  incomprehensible. 

Activity  and  passivity  are  not,  therefore,  in  the  manifestations  of 

mind,  distinct  and    independent    phenomena. 

Activity  and  Paasiv-      This  is  a  great,  though  a  common  error.    They 

ityaiwaysconjoinedin       ^  aiways  conjoined.    There  is  no  operation  of 

the  manifeatationa  of  .     .        \       .    "  \. 

j^j  mind  which  is  purely  active ;  no  affection  which 

is  purely  passive.  In  every  mental  modification 
action  and  passion  are  the  two  necessary  elements  or  factors  of 
which  it  is  composed.  But  though  both  are  always  present, 
each  is  not,  however,  always  present  in  equal  quantity.  Sometimes 
the  one  constituent  preponderates,  sometimes  the  other ;  and  it  is 
from  the  preponderance  of  the  active  element  in  some  modifications, 
of  the  passive  element  in  others,  that  we  distinguish  these  modifica- 
tions by  different  names,  and  consider  them  as  activities  or  passiv- 
ities according  as  they  approximate  to  one  or  other  of  the  two 
factors.  Thus  faculty,  operation,  energy,  are  words  that  we  employ 
to  designate  the  manifestations  in  which  activity  is  predominant. 
Faculty  denotes  an  active  power ;  action,  operation,  energy,  denote 
its  present  exertion.  On  the  other  hand,  capacity  expresses  a  pas- 
sive power ;  affection,  passion,  express  a  present  suffering.  The 
terms  mode,  modification,  state,  may  be  used  indifferently  to  signify 
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both  phenomena ;  but  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  these,  especially 
the  word  state,  are  now  closely  associated  with  the  passivity  of  mind, 
which  they,  therefore,  tend  rather  to  suggest.  The  passivity  of  mind 
is  expressed  by  another  term,  receptivity/  for  passivity  is  only  the 
condition,  the  necessary  antecedent  of  activity,  only  the  property 
possessed  by  the  mind  of  standing  in  relation  to  certain  foreign 
causes,  —  of  receiving  from  them  impressions,  determinations  to  act. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  we  are  never  directly  conscious  of  pas- 
sivity.    Consciousness  only  commences  with,  is 

e  are  never  directly      o*    COgnizant  o£  the  reaction  consequent  upon 

conscious  of  passivity,  ^        ©  -»  ~i  i 

the  foreign  determination  to  act,  and  this  reac- 
tion is  not  itself  passive.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as  we  are  conscious, 
we  are  active ;  whether  there  may  be  a  mental  activity  of  which  we 
are  not  conscious,  is  another  question.1 

There  are  certain  arduous  problems  connected  with  the  activity 
of  mind,  which  will  be  more  appropriately  considered  in  a  subse- 
quent part  of  the  course,  when  we  come  to  speak  of  the  Inferences 
from  the  Phaenomenology  of  Mind,  or  of  Metaphysics  Proper.  At 
present,  I  shall  only  treat  of  those  questions  which  are  conversant 
about  the  immediate  phenomena  of  activity.  Of  these,  the  first 
that  I  shall  consider  is  one  of  considerable  interest,  and  which,  though 

variously  determined  by  different  philosophers, 
Tbe  question,  Are      £oeg  not  geem  to  |ie  beyond  the  sphere  of  obser- 

active?  raised.  vation.     I  allude  to  the  question,  Whether  we 

are  always  consciously  active  ? 

It  is  evident  that  this  question  is  "not  convertible  with  the  question, 

Have  we  always  a  memory  of  our  conscious- 

isthtgiifehed  from      negg  ^  —  fQT  tfle  ktter  proDlem  must  be  at  once 

other  questions. 

answered  in  the  negative.  It  is  also  evident,  that 
we  must  exclude  the  consideration  of  those  states  in  which  the 
mind  is  apparently  without  consciousness,  but  in  regard  to  which,  in 
reality,  we  can  obtain  no  information  from  experiment.  Concerning 
these  we  must  be  contented  to  remain  in  ignorance ;  at  least  only  to 
extend  to  them  the  analogical  conclusions  which  our  observations  on 
those  within  the  sphere  of  experiment  warrant  us  inferring.  Our 
question,  as  one  of  possible  solution,  must,  therefore,  be  limited  to 
the  states  of  sleep  and  somnambulism,  to  the  exclusion  of  those 
states  of  insensibility  which  we  cannot  terminate  suddenly  at  will. 
It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe,  that  with  the  nature  of  sleep  and 
somnambulism  as  psychological  phenomena,  we  have  at  present  noth- 
ing to  do ;  our  consideration  is  now  strictly  limited  to  the  inquiry, 

l  See  below,  Lect  xviii.  p.  286.  —  Ed. 
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Whether  the  mind,  in  as  far  as  we  can  make  it  matter  of  observa- 
tion, is  always  in  a  state  of  conscious  activity. 
Treatment  of  the      The  general  problem  in  regard  to  the  ceaseless 

question  by  philoeoph-  ,.&       „,.,,        , 

^  activity  of  the  mind  has  been  one  agitated  from 

very  ancient  times,  but  it  has  also  been  one  on 

which  philosophers  have  pronounced  less  on  grounds  of  experience 
than  of  theory.    Plato  and  the  Platonists  were 

Plato  and  Platonista.  J 

unanimous  in  maintaining  the  continual  energy 
of  intellect     The  opinion  of  Aristotle  appears  doubtful,  and  pas- 
sages may  be  quoted  from  his  works  in  favor  of 
JstoteUans.*11  either  alternative.     The  Aristotelians,  in  general, 

were  opposed,  but  a  considerable  number  were 
favorable,  to  the  Platonic  doctrine.    This  doctrine  was  adopted  by 
Cicero  and  St.  Augustin.    "  Nunquam  animus," 
^^  "      says  the  former,  "  cogitatione  et  motu  vacuus  esse 

potest."1  "Ad  quid  menti,"  says  the  latter, 
"  pneceptum  est,  ut  se  ipsam  cognoscat,  nisi  ut  semper  vivat,  et  sem- 
per sit  in  actu."*  The  question,  however,  obtained  its  principal 
importance  in  the  philosophy  of  Descartes.  That 
philosopher  made  the  essence,  the  very  existence, 
of  the  soul  to  consist  in  actual  thought,8  under  which  he  included 
even  the  desires  and  feelings ;  and  thought  he  defined  all  of  which 
we  are  conscious.4  The  assertion,  therefore,  of  Descartes,  that  the 
mind  always  thinks,  is,  in  his  employment  of  language,  tantamount 
to  the  assertion  that  the  mind  is  always  conscious. 

That  the  mind  is  always  conscious,  though  a  fundamental  position 

of  the  Cartesian  doctrine,  was  rather  assumed  than  proved  by  an 

appeal  to  fact  and  experience.    All  is  theoretical  in  Descartes ;  all 

is  theoretical  in  his  disciples.    Even  Malebranche  assumes  our  con- 

„  ,  ^      ,_  sciousness  in  sleep,  and   explains  our  oblivion 

Malebranohe.  .  * 

only  by  a  mechanical  hypothesis.5    It  was,  there- 
fore, easy  for  Locke  to  deny  the  truth  of  the  Cartesian  opinion,  and 
to  give  a  strong  semblance  of  probability  to  his 
own  doctrine  by  its  apparent  conformity  with 
the  phenomena.     Omitting  a  good  deal  of  what  is  either  irrelevant 

1  De  Divination*,  ii.  82:   "Naturam  earn  utse  ipsam  oogltet,  et  secundum  natnram 

dlco,  qua  nunquam  animus  insistens  agita-  suam  vivat."     But  in  the  De  Anima  et  ejus 

tione,  et  motu  esse  vacuus  potest."  —  Ed.  Origin*,  lib.  iv.  c.  vi.  $  7,  t.  x.  p.  891,  (edit. 

i  Eugenics,  YvxoXo^o,  p.  29.— [Book  iii.  Ben.)  occurs  the  following  explioit  state- 

of  his  2rotxc?a  tt}i   f/Lcrapwrucris,  (edit,  ment:   "Sicut  motus  non  cessat  in  corde, 

1806).     The  reference  in  Eugenic*  is  to  De  unde  se  pulsus  diffundit  usquequaque  vena- 

Trimzau%  1.  x.  e.  v.,  where  a  passage  occurs,  rum,  ita  non  quiescimus  aliquid  cogitando 

resembling  in  words  the  one  quoted  in  the  veroare."  —  Ed.] 

text,  but  hardly  supporting  the  doctrine  in  8  Principia,  part  i.  $  53.  — Ed. 

question.    It  is  as  follows :  "  Ut  quid  ergo  ei  4  Prineipia,  part  i.  $  9.  —Ed. 

pneceptum  art,  ut  se  ipsam  cognoscat?  Credo  *  Reckerdudela  TtriU,  lib.  iil.  c  2.— Ed. 
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to  the  general  question,  or  what  is  now  admitted  to  be  false,  as 
fouuded  on  his  erroneous  doctrine  of  personal  identity,  the  follow- 
ing is  the  sum  of  Locke's  argument  upon  the  point.    "It  is  an 
opinion,"  he  says,1  "that  the  soul  always  thinks, 

fortheneMttvo"11611  an^  tnat  ^  nas  tn0  actua*  perception  of  ideas  iu 
itself  constantly,  as  long  as  it  exists ;  and  that 
actual  thinking  is  as  inseparable  from  the  soul,  as  actual  extension 
is  from  the  body ;  which  if  true,  to  inquire  after  the  beginning  of  a 
man's  ideas,  is  the  same  as  to  inquire  after  the  beginning  of  his  soul. 
For  by  this  account,  soul  and  its  ideas,  as  body  and  its  extension, 
will  begin  to  exist  both  at  the  same  time. 

"But  whether  the  soul  be  supposed  to  exist  antecedent  to,  or 
coeval  with,  or  some  time  after,  the  first  rudiments,  or  organization, 
or  the  beginnings  of  life  in  the  body,  I  leave  to  be  disputed  by  those 
who  have  better  thought  of  that  matter.  I  confess  myself  to  have 
one  of  those  dull  souls  that  doth  not  perceive  itself  always  to  con- 
template ideas ;  nor  can  conceive  it  any  more  necessary  for  the  soul 
always  to  think  than  for  the  body  always  to  move :  the  perception 
of  ideas  being  (as  I  conceive)  to  the  soul,  what  motion  is  to  the 
body ;  not  its  essence,  but  one  of  its  operations.  And,  therefore, 
though  thinking  be  supposed  ever  so  much  the  proper  action  of  the 
soul,  yet  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  that  it  should  be  always  think- 
ing, always  in  action.  That  perhaps  is  the  privilege  of  the  infinite 
Author  and  Preserver  of  things,  who  never  slumbers  nor  sleeps ;  but 
is  not  competent  to  any  finite  being,  at  least  not  to  the  soul  of  man. 
We  know  certainly  by  experience  that  we  sometimes  think,  and 
thence  draw  this  infallible  consequence,  that  there  is  something  in 
us  that  has  a  power  to  think :  but  whether  that  substance  perpetu- 
ally thinks  or  no,  we  can  be  no  further  assured  than  experience 
informs  us.  For  to  say  that  actual  thinking  is  essential  to  the  soul, 
and  inseparable  from  it,  is  to  beg  what  is  in  question,  and  not  to 
prove  it  by  reason ;  which  is  necessary  to  be  done  if  it  be  not  a 
self-evident  proposition.  But  whether  this,  '  that  the  soul  always 
thinks,'  be  a  self-evident  proposition,  that  everybody  assents  to  at 
first  hearing,  I  appeal  to  mankind.  It  is  doubted  whether  I  thought 
all  last  night  or  no ;  the  question  being  about  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
begging  it  to  bring  as  a  proof  for  it  an  hypothesis  which  is  the  very 
thing  in  dispute ;  by  which  way  one  may  prove  anything ;  and  it 
is  but  supposing  that  all  watches,  whilst  the  balance  beats,  think ; 
and  it  is  sufficiently  proved,  and  past  doubt,  that  my  watch  thought 
all  last  night.     But  he  that  would  not  deceive  himself,  ought  to 

1  Axay,  book  II.  chap.  i.f  H  9, 10, 14  tt  teq. 
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build  his  hypothesis  on  matter  of  fact,  and  make  it  out  by  sensible 
experience,  and  not  presume  on  matter  of  fact,  because  of  his 
hypothesis ;  that  is,  because  he  supposes  it  to  be  so ;  which  way  of 
proving,  amounts  to  this,  that  I  must  necessarily  think  all  last  night 
because  another  supposes  I  always  think,  though  I  myself  cannot 
perceive  that  I  always  do  so."  .  ..."  It  will  perhaps  be  said 
that  '  the  soul  thinks  even  in  the  soundest  sleep,  but  the  memory 
retains  it  not.'  That  the  soul  in  a  sleeping  man  should  be  this 
moment  busy  a-thinking,  and  the  next  moment  in  a  waking  man 
not  remember  nor  be  able  to  recollect  one  jot  of  all  those  thoughts, 
is  very  hard  to  be  conceived,  and  would  need  some  better  proof 
than  bare  assertion  to  make  it  be  believed.  For  who  can,  without 
any  more  ado  but  being  barely  told  so,  imagine  that  the  greatest 
part  of  men  do,  during  all  their  lives  for  several  hours  every  day, 
think  of  something  which,  if  they  were  asked  even  in  the  middle  of 
these  thoughts,  they  could  remember  nothing  at  all  of?  Most  men, 
I  think,  pass  a  great  part  of  their  sleep  without  dreaming.  I  once 
knew  a  man  that  was  bred  a  scholar  and  had  no  bad  memory,  who 
told  me  he  had  never  dreamed  in  his  life  till  he  had  that  fever  he 
was  then  newly  recovered  ofj  which  was  about  the  five  or  six  and 
twentieth  year  of  his  age.  I  suppose  the  world  affords  more  such 
instances ;  at  least  every  one's  acquaintance  will  furnish  him  with 
examples  enough  of  such  as  pass  most  of  their  nights  without 
dreaming."  ....  And  again,  "If  they  say  that  a  man  is  always 
conscious  to  himself  of  thinking ;  I  ask  how  they  know  it  ?  '  Con- 
sciousness is  the  perception  of  what  passes  in  a  man's  own  mind. 
Can  another  man  perceive  that  I  am  conscious  of  anything,  when  I 
perceive  it  not  myself?'  No  man's  knowledge  -here  can  go  beyond 
his  experience.  Wake  a  man  out  of  a  sound  sleep,  and  ask  him 
what  he  was  that  moment  thinking  on.  If  he  himself  be  conscious 
of  nothing  he  then  thought  on,  he  must  be  a  notable  diviner  of 
thoughts  that  can  assure  him  that  he  was  thinking :  may  he  not 
with  more  reason  assure  him  he  was  not  asleep  ?  This  is  something 
beyond  philosophy ;  and  it  cannot  be  less  than  revelation  that  dis- 
covers to  another  thoughts  in  my  mind  when  I  can  find  none  there 
myself;  and  they  must  needs  have  a  penetrating  sight  who  can 
certainly  see  what  I  think  when  I  cannot  perceive  it  myself,  and 
when  I  declare  that  I  do  not.  This  some  may  think  to  be  a  step 
beyond  the  Bosicrucians,  it  being  easier  to  make  one's  self  invisible 
to  others,  than  to  make  another's  thoughts  visible  to  one  which  are 
not  visible  to  himself.  But  it  is  but  defining  the  soul  to  be  (a 
substance  that  always  thinks,'  and  the  business  is  done.  If  such 
definition  be  of  any  authority,  I  know  not  what  it  can  serve  for,  but 
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to  make  many  men  suspect  that  they  have  no  souls  at  all,  since  they 
find  a  good  part  of  their  lives  pass  away  without  thinking.     For*  no 
definitions  that  I  know,  no  suppositions  of  any  sect,  are  of  force 
enough  to  destroy  constant  experience ;  and  perhaps  it  is  the  affec- 
tation of  knowing  beyond  what  we  perceive  that  makes  so  much 
useless  dispute  and  noise  in  the  world." 
This  decision  of  Locke  was  rejected  by  Leibnitz  in  the  New  Es- 
says on  the  Human  Understanding?  the  great 
^\  >**?   °^      work  in  which  he  canvassed  from  beginning  to 

poeed  by  Leibnitz.  ,    ,      ^  it  .  ,         V.  *      ^ 

end  the  Essay,  under  the  same  title,  of  the  Eng- 
lish philosopher.  He  observes,  in  reply  to  the  supposition  that 
continual  consciousness  is  an  attribute  of  Him  "  who  neither  slum- 
bereth  nor  sleepeth,"  4  that  this  affords  no  inference  that  in  sleep 
we  are  wholly  without  perception.'  To  the  remark,  "  that  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  conceive,  that  a  being  can  think  and  not  be  conscious  of 
thought,"  he  replies, '  that  in  this  lies  the  whole  knot  and  difficulty 
of  the  matter.  But  this  is  not  insoluble.'  "We  must  observe,"  he 
says,  u  that  we  think  of  a  multitude  of  things  at  once,  but  take  heed 
only  of  those  thoughts  that  are  the  more  prominent.  Nor  could  it 
be  otherwise.  For  were  we  to  take  heed  of  everything,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  attend  to  an  infinity  of  matters  at  the  same  moment, 
all  of  which  make  an  effectual  impression  on  the  senses.  Nay,  I 
assert  that  there  remains  always  something  of  all  our  past  thoughts, 
—that  none  is  ever  entirely  effaced.  Now,  when  we  sleep  without 
dreaming,  and  when  stunned  by  a  blow  or  other  accident,  there  are 
formed  in  us  an  affinity  of  small  confused  perceptions."  And  again 
he  remarks :  u  That  even  when  we  sleep  without  dreaming,  there  is 
always  some  feeble  perception.  The  act  of  awakening,  indeed, 
shows  this :  and  the  more  easily  we  are  roused,  the  clearer  is  the 
perception  we  have  of  what  passes  without,  although  this  percep- 
tion is  not  always  strong  enough  to  cause  us  to  awake." 

Now,  in  all  this  it  will  be  observed,  that  Leibnitz  does  not  pre- 
cisely answer  the  question  we  have  mooted.  He  maintains  that 
the  mind  is  never  without  perceptions,  but,  as  he  holds  that  percep- 
tions exist  without  consciousness,  he  cannot,  though  he  opposes 
Locke,  be  considered  as  affirming  that  the  mind  is  never  without 
consciousness  during  sleep,  —  in  short,  does  always  dream.  The 
doctrine  of  Wolf  on  this  point  is  the  same  with  that  of  his  master,* 
though  the  Nbuveavx  JSssais  of  Leibnitz  were 
not  published  till  long  after  the  death  of  Wolf. 

But  if  Leibnitz:  cannot  be  adduced  as  categorically  asserting  that 

1  lib.  ii.  oh.  1. —Ed.  2  PtycKologia  Rationalis,  f  69.  —  Ed. 
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there  is  no  sleep  without  its  dream,  this  cannot  be  said  of  Kant 
That  great  thinker  distinctly  maintains  that  we 
always  dream  when  asleep ;  that  to  cease  to  dream 
would  be  to  cease  to  live ;  and  that  those  who  fancy  that  they 
have  not  dreamt  have  only  forgotten  their  dream.1  This  is  all 
that  the  manual  of  Anthropology^  published  by  himself  contains 
upon  the  question ;  but  in  a  manuscript  in  my  possession,  which 
bears  to  bo  a  work  of  Kant,  but  is  probably  only  a  compilation  from 
notes  taken  at  his  lectures  on  Anthropology,  it  is  further  stated 
that  we  can  dream  more  in  a  minute  than  we  can  act  during  a  day, 
and  that  the  great  rapidity  of  the  train  of  thought  in  sleep,  is  one 
of  the  principal  causes  why  we  do  not  always  recollect  what  we 
dream.9  He  elsewhere  also  observes  that  the  cessation  of  a  force  to 
act,  is  tantamount  to  its  cessation  to  be. 

Though  the  determination  of  this  question  is  one  that  seems  not 

extremely  difficult,  we  find  it  dealt  with  by  phi- 

The  question  dealt      losophers,  on  the  one  side  and  the  other,  rather 

^r^^h^^Z      bv  hypothesis  than  by  experiment;  at  least,  we 

than  by  experiment.        have,  with  one  partial  exception,  which  I  am 

soon  to  quote  to  you,  no  observations  sufficiently 

accurate  and  detailed  to  warrant  us  in  establishing  more  than  a  very 

doubtful  conclusion.    I  have  myself  at  different  times  turned  my 

attention  to  the  point,  and,  as  far  as  my  observa- 

conciuaionfromex.      tiong        th      certainly  tend  to  prove  that,  dur- 

periments    made    by        .  , ,  •     i   .  .  ,  .  7 

the  Author.  ln£  sleeP>  the  mind  is  never  either  inactive  or 

wholly  unconscious  of  its  activity.  As  to  the 
objection  of  Locke  and  others,  that,  as  we  have  often  no  recollec- 
tion of  dreaming,  we  have,  therefore,  never 
fba^l^eTaTd  dreanit»  **  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  assump- 
the  recollection  of  tion  in  this  argument  —  that  consciousness,  and 
consciousness  are  con-  the  recollection  of  consciousness,  are  converti- 
verUbie,  disproved  by      ble—is  disproved  in  the  most  emphatio  man- 

the    phenomena    of  _  *    .  __        _  «,-./»• 

■omnambuiiam.  ner  &y  experience.    You  have  all  heard  of  the 

phenomenon  of  somnambulism.  In  this  re- 
markable state,  the  various  mental  faculties  are  usually  in  a  higher 
degree  of  power  than  in  the  natural.  The  patient  has  recollections 
of  what  he  has  wholly  forgotten.  He  speaks  languages  of  which, 
when  awake,  he  remembers  not  a  word.  If  he  use  a  vulgar  dialect 
when  out  of  this  state,  in  it  he  employs  only  a  correct  and  elegant 
phraseology.    The  imagination,  the  sense  of  propriety,  and  the  fac- 

1  Anthropologie,HdO,d8.  —  ED.  thropotogie,  edited  by  Starke  in  1881,  from 

s  The  substance  of  this  passage  is  published      Kant's  Lectures.    See  p.  164. — Ed. 
in  the  Menschenkunde  oder  Philosophisdu  An- 
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ulty  of  reasoning,  are  all  in  general  exalted.  *  The  bodily  powers 
are  in  high  activity,  and  under  the  complete  control  of  the  will ; 
and,  it  is  well  known,  persons  in  this  state  have  frequently  performed 
feats,  of  which,  when  out  of  it,  they  would  not  even  have  imagined  the 
possibility.  And  what  is  even  more  remarkable,  the  difference  of 
the  faculties  m  the  two  states,  seems  not  confined  merely  to  a  differ- 
ence in  degree.  For  it  happens,  for  example,  that  a  person  who  has 
no  ear  for  music  when  awake,  shall,  in  his  somnambulic  crisis,  sing 
with  the  utmost  correctness  and  with  fall  enjoyment  of  his  perform- 
ance. Under  this  affection  persons  sometimes  live  half  their  life- 
time, alternating  between  the  normal  and  abnormal  states,  and  per- 
forming the  ordinary  functions  of  life  indifferently  in  both,  with 
this  distinction,  that  if  the  patient  be  dull  and  doltish  when  he 
is  said  to  be  awake,  he  is  comparatively  alert  and  intelligent  when 
nominally  asleep.  I  am  in  possession  of  three  works,  written  dur- 
ing the  crisis  by  three  different  somnambulists. *  Now  it  is  evident 
that  consciousness,  and  an  exalted  consciousness,  must  be  allowed  in 
somnambulism.  This  cannot  possibly  be  denied, — but  mark  what 
follows.  It  is  the  peculiarity  of  somnambulism — 
Consciousness  with-  it  ig  the  differential  quality  by  which  that  state 
oat  memory,  the  char-      .g  contradistinguished  from  the  state  of  dream- 

acteristic  of  somnam-        #  ° 

bdfcm.  mg — that  we  have  no  recollection,  when  we 

awake,  of  what  has  occurred  during  its  continu- 
ance. Consciousness  is  thus  cut  in  two ;  memory  does  not  connect 
the  train  of  consciousness  in  the  one  state  with  the  train  of  consci- 
ousness in  the  other.  When  the  patient  again  relapses  into  the 
state  of  somnambulism,  he  again  remembers  all  that  had  occurred 
during  every  former  alternative  of  that  state ;  but  he  not  only 
remembers  this,  he  recalls  also  the  events  of  his  normal  existence ; 
so  that,  whereas  the  patient  in  his  somnambulic  crisis,  has  a  memory 
of  his  whole  life,  in  his  waking  intervals  he  has  a  memory  only  of 
half  his  life. 

At  the  time  of  Locke,  the  phenomena  of  somnambulism  had 

been  very  little  studied;  nay,  so  great  is  the 

Dreaming  possible      ignorance  that  prevails  in  this  country  in  regard 

without  memory.  °    .  x  .  •    «     i     i  . 

to  its  nature  even  now,  that  you  will  find  this, 
its  distinctive  character,  wholly  unnoticed  in  the  best  works  upon 
the  subject.8  But  this  distinction,  you  observe,  is  incompetent 
always  to  discriminate  the  states  of  dreaming  and  somnambulism. 

1  For  some  interesting  illustrations  of  this  8  This  deficiency  has  been  ably  supplied  by 
state,  see  AbercrombJe  On  the  had.  Powers,  Dr.  Carpenter.  See  his  Principles  of  Human 
pt.  it  {  Iv.  92.  —  Ed.  Physiology y  $  827.—  Ed. 

S  Of  these  works  we  have  failed  to  discover 
any  trace.  —  Ed. 
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It  may  be  true  that  if  we  recollect  our  visions  during  sleep,  this 
recollection  excludes  somnambulism,  but  the  want  of  memory  by 
no  means  proves  that  the  visions  we  are  known  by  others  to  have 
had,  were  not  common  dreams.  The  phenomena,  indeed,  do  not 
always  enable  us  to  discriminate  the  two  states.  Somnambulism 
may  exist  in  many  different  degrees ;  the  sleep-walking  from  which 
it  takes  its  name  is  only  one  of  its  higher  phenomena,  and  one  com- 
paratively rare.  In  general,  the  subject  of  this  affection  does  not 
leave  his  bed,  and  it  is  then  frequently  impossible  to  say  whether 
the  manifestations  exhibited,  are  the  phenomena  of  somnambulism 
or  of  dreaming.  Talking  during  sleep,  for  example,  may  be  a  symp- 
tom of  either,  and  it  is  often  only  from  our  general  knowledge  of 
the  habits  and  predispositions  of  the  sleeper,  that  we  are  warranted 
in  referring  this  effect  to  the  one  and  not  to  the  other  class  of  phe- 
nomena. We  have,  however,  abundant  evidence  to  prove  that  for- 
getfulness  is  not  a  decisive  criterion  of  somnambulism.  Persons 
whom  there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  of  this  affection,  often  manifest 
during  sleep  the  strongest  indications  of  dreaming,  and  yet,  when 
they  awaken  in  the  morning,  retain  no  memoiy  of  what  they  may 
have  done  or  said  during  the  night.  Locke's  argument,  that  be- 
cause we  do  not  always  remember  our  consciousness  during  sleep, 
we  have  not,  therefore,  been  always  conscious,  is  thus,  on  the  ground 
of  fact  and  analogy,  disproved. 

But  this  is  not  all.    We  can  not  only  show  that  the  fact  of  the 

mind  remaining  conscious  during  sleep  is  pos- 

That  the  mind  re-      sible^is  even  probable,  we  can  also  show,  by  an 

hi  n8]ee°n8eBtobU8hed      articulate  experience,  that  this  actually  occurs. 

by  experience.  The  following  observations  are  the  result  of  my 

personal  experience,    and  similar   experiments 
every  one  of  you  is  competent  to  institute  for  himself. 
In  the  first  place,  when  we  compose  ourselves  to  rest,  we  do  not 

always  fall  at  once  asleep,  but  remain  for  a  time 
Ke«uit«  of  the  An-      jn  ft  gtate  Q£  jncipient  Blamber, —  in  a  state  in- 

thor's  personal  experl-  r  ,,.  -^ 

e^ee.  termed  late  between  sleep  and  waking.    Now,  if 

we  are  gently  roused  from  this  transition-state, 
we  find  ourselves  conscious  of  being  in  the  commencement  of  a 
dream ;  we  find  ourselves  occupied  with  a  train  of  thought,  and  this 
train  we  are  still  able  to  follow  out  to  a  point  when  it  connects 
itself  with  certain  actual  perceptions.  We  can  still  trace  imagina- 
tion to  sense,  and  show  how,  departing  from  the  last  sensible  im- 
pressions of  real  objects,  the  fancy  proceeds  in  its  Work  of  distort- 
ing, falsifying,  and  perplexing  these,  in  order  to  construct  out  of 
their  ruins  its  own  grotesque  edifices. 
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In  the  second  place,  I  have  always  observed,  that  when  suddenly 
awakened  during  sleep  (and  to  ascertain  the  fact  I  have  caused 
myself  to  be  roused  at  different  seasons  of  the  night),  I  have  al- 
ways been  able  to  observe  that  I  was  in  the  middle  of  a  dream. 
The  recollection  of  this  dream  was  not  altvays  equally  vivid.  On 
some  occasions,  I  was  able  to  trace  it  back  until  the  train  was  grad- 
ually lost  at  a  remote  distance ;  on  others,  I  was  hardly  aware  of 
more  than  one  or  two  of  the  latter  links  of  the  chain ;  and,  some* 
times,  was  scarcely  certain  of  more  than  the  fact,  that  I  was  not 
awakened  from  an  unconscious  state.  Why  we  should  not  always 
be  able  to  recollect  our  dreams,  it  is  not  difficult  to  explain.  In  our 
waking  and  our  sleeping  states,  we  are  placed  in  two  worlds  of 
thought,  not  only  different  but  contrasted,  and  contrasted  both  in 
the  character  and  in  the  intensity  of  their  representations.  When 
snatched  suddenly  from  the  twilight  of  our  sleeping  imaginations, 
and  placed  in  the  meridian  lustre  of  our  waking  perceptions,  the 
necessary  effect  of  the  transition  is  at  once  to  eclipse  or  obliterate 
the  traces  of  our  dreams.  The  act  itself  also  of  rousing  us  from 
sleep,  by  abruptly  interrupting  the  current  of  our  thoughts,  throws 
us  into  confusion,  disqualifies  us  for  a  time  from  recollection,  and 
before  we  have  recovered  from  our  consternation,  what  we  could 
at  first  have  easily  discerned  is  fled  or  flying. 

A  sudden  and  violent  is,  however,  in  one  respect,  more  favorable 
than  a  gradual  and  spontaneous  wakening  to  the  observation  of  the 
phenomena  of  sleep.  For  in  the  former  case,  the  images  presented 
are  fresh  and  prominent ;  while  in  the  latter,  before  our  attention  is 
applied,  the  objects  of  observation  have  withdrawn  darkling  into 
the  background  of  the  soul.  We  may,  therefore,  I  think,  assert,  in 
general,  that  whether  we  recollect  our  dreams  or  not,  we  always 
dream.  Something  similar,  indeed,  to  the  rapid  oblivion  of  our 
sleeping  consciousness,  happens  to  us  occasionally  even  when 
awake.  When  our  mind  is  not  intently  occupied  with  any  subject, 
or  more  frequently  when  fatigued,  a  thought  suggests  itself.  We 
turn  it  lazily  over  and  fix  our  eyes  in  vacancy ;  interrupted  by  the 
question  what  we  are  thinking  of,  we  attempt  to  answer,  but  the 
thought  is  gone ;  we  cannot  recall  it,  and  say  that  we  are  thinking 
of  nothing. 

The  observations  I  have  hitherto  made  tend  only  to  establish  the 
fact,  that  the  mind  is  never  wholly  inactive,  and 

General  conclusions  that  WQ  &TQ  neyer  who]1  unc<msciou8  of  its 
from  foregoing.  .    .  t      , 

activity.  Of  the  degree  and  character  of  that 
activity,  I  at  present  say  nothing ;  this  may  form  the  subject  of  our 
future  consideration.     But  in  confirmation  of  the  opinion  I  have 

29 
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now  hazarded,  and  in  proof  of  something  more  even  than  I  have 

ventured  to  maintain,  I  have  great  pleasure  in  quoting  to  you  the 

substance  of  a  remarkable  essay  on  sleep  by  one  of  the  most  dig' 

tinguished  of  the  philosophers  of  France,  —  hV 

Jouflroy  quoted  ln.**__  *  *__ 

confirmation  of  the  ln£  when  the  extract  was  made,  but  now  unfor- 
Anthor'8  view,  and  in  tunately  lost  to  the  science  of  mind,  which  he 
proof  of  sundry  other      cultivated  with  most  distinguished  success;  — 

conclusion..  j    refer    ^    M     Jouffrov>  who,    a!ong   with    M. 

Royer  Collard,  was  at  the  head  of  the  pure  school  of  Scottish 
Philosophy  in  France.1 

"  I  have  never  well  understood  those  who  admit  that  in  sleep  the 

mind  is  dormant.  When  we  dream,  we  are 
i/^.tndw£T^  -""**  ■***  and  aasuredly  alBO  our  mind  is 
•eases asleep.  not   asleep,  because  it  thinks;   it  is,  therefore, 

manifest,  that  the  mind  frequently  wakes  when 
the  senses  are  in  slumber.  But  this  does  not  prove  that  it  never 
sleeps  along  with  them.  To  sleep  is  for  the  mind  not  to  dream ; 
and  it  is  impossible  to  establish  the  fact,  that  there  are  in  sleep 
moments  in  which  the  mind  does  not  dream.  To  have  no  recollec- 
tion of  our  dreams,  does  not  prove  that  we  have  not  dreamt ;  for  it 
can  be  often  proved  that  we  have  dreamt,  although  the  dream  has 
left  no  trace  on  our  memory. 

"  The  fact,  then,  that  the  mind  sometimes  wakes  while  the  senses 

are  asleep,  is  thus  established ;  whereas  the  fact, 
dfeaiwa    *wl^e      that  it  sometimes  sleeps  along  with  them  is 

not;  the  probability,  therefore,  is,  that  it  wakes 
always.  It  would  require  contradictory  facts  to  destroy  the  force 
of  this  induction,  which,  on  the  contrary,  every  fact  seems  to  confirm. 
I  shall  proceed  to  analyze  some  of  these  which  appear  to  me  curious 
and  striking.  They  manifestly  imply  this  conclusion,  that  the 
mind,  during  sleep,  is  not  in  a  peculiar  state,  but  that  its  activity 
is  carried  oh  precisely  as  when  awake. 

44  When  an  inhabitant  of  the  province  comes  to  Paris,  his  sleep 

is  at  first  disturbed,  and  continually  broken,  by 
induction  of  facta      the   noifie   of  the   cmfogeg  passing  under  his 

in  support  of  this  con-  .     _  __  i  » 

elnii0ll<  window.      He   soon,  however,  becomes  accus- 

tomed to  the  turmoil,  and  ends  by  sleeping  at 
Paris  as  he  slept  in  his  village. 

"The  noise,  however,  remains  the  same,  and  makes  an  equal 
impression  on  his  senses;  how  comes  it  that  this  noise  at  first 
hinders,  and  then,  at  length,  does  not  hinder  him  from  sleeping  ? 

"The   state   of  waking  presents  analogous   facts.     Every  one 

1  Mtiaagts,  p.  818,  [p.  290,  second  edition.  —  Ed.] 
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knows  that  it  is  difficult  to  fix  our  attention  on  a  book,  when  sur- 
rounded by  persons  engaged  in  conversation ;  at  length,  however, 
we  acquire  this  faculty.  A  man  unaccustomed  to  the  tumult  of 
the  streets  of  Paris  is  unable  to  think  consecutively  while  walking 
through  them ;  a  Parisian  finds  no  difficulty.  He  meditates  as  tran- 
quilly in  the  midst  of  the  crowd  and  bustle  of  men  and  carriages,' 
as  he  could  in  the  centre  of  the  forest.  The  analogy  between  these 
facts  taken  from  the  state  of  waking,  and  the  fact  which  I  men- 
tioned at  the  commencement,  taken  from  the  state  of  sleep,  is  so 
close,  that  the  explanation  of  the  former  should  throw  some  light 
upon  the  latter.     We  shall  attempt  this  explanation. 

"  Attention  is  the  voluntary  application  of  the  mind  to  an  object. 

It  is  established,  by  experience,  that  we  cannot 

Anaiyaia  and  expia-      give  our  attention  to  two  different  objects  at 

nation  of  these  pb«-      ^  &ame  tmie<    Distraction  (etre  distrait)  is  the 

nomena.       Attention  x  ' 

and  Dfetraction.  removal  of  our  attention  from  a  matter  with 

which  we  are  engaged,  and  our  bestowal  of  it 
on  another  which  crosses  us.  In  distraction,  attention  is  only 
diverted  because  it  is  attracted  by  a  new  perception  or  idea,  solicit- 
ing it  more  strongly  than  that  with  which  it  is  occupied ;  and  this 
diversion  diminishes  exactly  in  proportion  as  the  solicitation  is 
weaker  on  the  part  of  the  intrusive  idea.  All  experience  proves 
this.  The  more  strongly  attention  is  applied  to  a  subject,  the  less 
susceptible  is  it  of  distraction ;  thus  it  is,  that  a  book  which  awakens 
a  lively  curiosity,  retains  the  attention  captive ;  a  person  occupied 
with  a  matter  affecting  his  life,  his  reputation,  or  his  fortune,  is  not 
easily  distracted ;  he  sees  nothing,  he  understands  nothing,  of  what 
passes  around  him ;  we  say  that  he  is  deeply  predccupied.  In  like 
manner,  the  greater  our  curiosity,  or  the  more  curious  the  things 
that  are  spoken  of  around  us,  the  less  able  are  we  to  rivet  our 
attention  on  the  book  we  read.  In  like  manner,  also,  if  we  are 
waiting  in  expectation  of  any  one,  the  slightest  noises  occasion 
distraction,  as  these  noises  may  be  the  signal  of  the  approach  we 
anticipate.  All  these  facts  tend  to  prove  that  distraction  results 
only  when  the  intrusive  idea  solicits  us  more  strongly  than  that 
with  which  we  are  occupied. 

"  Hence  it  is  that  the  stranger  in  Paris  cannot  think  in  the  bustle 
of  the  streets.  The  impressions  which  assail  his  eyes  and  ears 
on  every  side  being  for  him  the  signs  of  things  new  or  little  known, 
when  they  reach  his  mind,  interest  him  more  strongly  than  the 
matter  even  to  which  he  would  apply  his  thoughts.  Each  of  these 
impressions  announces  a  cause  which  may  be  beautiful,  rare,  curi- 
ous, or  terrific;  the  intellect  cannot  refrain  from  turning  out  to 
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verify  the  fact.  It  turns  out,  however,  no  longer  when  experience 
has  made  it  familiar  with  all  that  can  strike  the  senses  on  the  streets 
of  Paris ;  it  remains  within,  and  no  longer  allows  itself  to  be  de- 
ranged. 

"  The  other  admits  of  a  similar  explanation.  To  read  without 
distraction  in  the  midst  of  an  unknown  company,  would  be  impossi- 
ble. Curiosity  would  be  too  strong.  This  would  also  be  the  case 
if  the  subject  of  conversation  were  very  interesting.  But  in  a 
familiar  circle,  whose  ordinary  topics  of  conversation  are  well 
known,  the  ideas  of  the  book  make  an  easy  conquest  of  our 
thoughts. 

"The  will,  likewise,  is  of  some  avail  in  resisting  distraction. 
Not  that  it  is  able  to  retain  the  attention  when  disquieted  and 
curious ;  but  it  can  recall,  and  not  indulge  it  in  protracted  absences, 
and,  by  constantly  remitting  it  to  the  object  of  its  volition,  the 
interest  of  this  object  becomes  at  last  predominant.  Rational  con- 
siderations, and  the  necessity  of  remaining  attentive,  likewise  exert 
an  influence ;  they  come  in  aid  of  the  idea,  and  lend  it,  so  to  speak, 
a  helping  hand  in  concentrating  on  it  the  attention. 

"But,  howsoever  it  may  be  with  all  these  petty  influences,  it 

remains  evident  that  distraction  and  non-dis- 

DtetrmctioiiandNoii-      traction  are  neither  of  them  matters  of  sense, 

dtatraction  matters  of 

intelligence.  but  Dotn  matters  of  intelligence.    It  is  not  the 

senses  which  become  accustomed  to  hear  the 
noises  of  the  street  and  the  sounds  of  conversation,  and  which  end 
in  being  less  affected  by  them;  if  we  are  at  first  vehemently  affected 
by  the  noises  of  the  street  or  drawing-room,  and  then  little  or  not 
at  all,  it  is  because  at  first  attention  occupies  itself  with  these 
impressions,  and  afterwards  neglects  them ;  when  it  neglects  them 
it  is  not  diverted  from  its  object,  and  distraction  does  not  take 
place ;  when,  on  the  contrary,  it  accords  them  notice,  it  abandons 
its  object,  and  is  then  distracted. 

u  We  may  observe,  in  support  of  this  conclusion,  that  the  habit 
of  hearing  the  same  sounds  renders  us  sometimes  highly  sensible 
to  these,  as  occurs  in  savages  and  in  the  blind ;  sometimes,  again, 
almost  insensible  to  them,  as  exemplified  in  the  apathy  of  the  Pari- 
sian  for  the  noise  of  caniages.  If  the  effect  were  physical,— if 
it  depended  on  the  body  and  not  on  the  mind,  there  would  be  a 
contradiction,  for  the  habit  of  hearing  the  same  sounds  either  blunts 
the  organ  or  sharpens  it ;  it  could  not  at  once  have  two,  and  two 
contrary  effects,  —  it  could  have  only  one.  The  fact  is,  it  neither 
blunts  nor  sharpens ;  the  organ  remains  the  same ;  the  same  sensa- 
tions are  determined ;  but  when  these  sensations  interest  the  mind, 
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it  applies  itself  to  them,  and  becomes  accustomed  to  their  discrim- 
ination; when  they  do  not  interest  it,  it  becomes  accustomed  to 
neglect,  and  does  not  discriminate  them.  This  is  the  whole  mys- 
tery ;  the  phenomenon  is  psychological,  not  physiological. 

aLet  us  now  turn  our  attention  to  the  state  of  sleep,  and  con- 
sider whether  analogy  does  not  demand  a  sinii- 

Appiication  of  the  iar  explanation  of  the  fact  which  we  stated  at 
foregoing  analysis  to      t^e  commencement#     What  takes  place  when 

the    phenomena    of  *• 

jtoep.  a  noise  hinders  us  from  sleeping?    The  body 

fatigued  begins  to  slumber ;  then,  of  a  sudden, 
the  senses  are  struck,  and  we  awake;  then  fatigue  regains  the 
ascendant,  we  relapse  into  drowsiness,  which  is  soon  again  inter- 
rupted ;  and  so  on  for  a  certain  continuance.  When,  on  the  con- 
trary, we  are  accustomed  to  noise,  the  impressions  it  makes  no 
longer  disturb  our  first  sleep ;  the  drowsiness  is  prolonged,  and  we 
fall  asleep.  That  the  senses  are  more  torpid  in  sleep  than  in  our 
waking  state,  is  not  a  matter  of  doubt.  But  when  I  am  once 
asleep,  they  are  then  equally  torpid  on  the  first  night  of  my  arrival 
in  Paris  as  on  the  hundredth.  The  noise  being  the  same,  they 
receive  the  same  impressions,  which  they  transmit  in  equal  vivacity 
to  the  mind.  Whence  comes  it,  then,  that  on  the  first  night  I  am 
awakened,  and  not  on  the  hundredth?  The  physical  facts  are 
identical;  the  difference  can  originate  only  in  the  mind,  as  in  the 
case  of  distraction  and  of  non-distraction  in  the  waking  state.  Let 
us  suppose  that  the  soul  has  fallen  asleep  along  with  the  body ;  on 
this  hypothesis,  the  slnmber  would  be  equally  deep,  in  both  cases, 
for  the  mind  and  for  the  senses,  and  we  should  be  unable  to  see 
why,  in  the  one  case,  it  was  aroused  more  than  in  the  other.  It 
remains,  therefore,  certain  that  it  does  not  sleep  like  the  body ;  and 
that,  in  the  one  case,  disquieted  by  unusual  impressions,  it  awakens 
the  senses  to  inquire  what  is  the  matter;  whilst  in  the  other,  know- 
ing by  experience  of  what  external  fact  these  impressions  are  the 
sign,  it  remains  tranquil,  and  does  not  disturb  the  senses  to  obtain 
a  useless  explanation. 

"For  let  us  remark,  that  the  mind  has  need  of  the  senses  to 
obtain  a  knowledge  of  external  things.  In  sleep,  the  senses  are 
some  of  them  closed,  as  the  eyes ;  the  others  half  torpid,  as  touch 
and  hearing.  If  the  soul  be  disquieted  by  the  impressions  which 
reach  it,  it  requires  the  senses  to  ascertain  the  cause,  and  to  relieve 
its  inquietude.  This  is  the  cause  why  we  find  ourselves  in  a  dis- 
quieted state,  when  aroused  by  an  extraordinary  noise;  and  this 
could  not  have  occurred  had  we  not  been  occupied  with  this  noise 
before  we  awoke. 
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"This  is,  also,  the  cause  why  we  sometimes  feel,  during  sleep, 
the  efforts  we  make  to  awaken  our  senses,  when  an  unusual  noise 
or  any  painful  sensation  disturbs  our  rest.  If  we  are  in  a  profound 
sleep,  we  are  for  a  long  time  agitated  before  we  have  it  in  our 
power  to  awake, — we  say  to  ourselves,  we  must  awake  in  order  to 
get  out  of  pain ;  but  the  sleep  of  the  senses  resists,  and  it  is  only 
by  little  and  little  that  we  are  able  to  rouse  them  from  torpidity. 
Sometimes,  when  the  noise  ceases  before  the  issue  of  the  struggle, 
the  awakening  does  not  take  place,  and,  in  the  morning,  we  have 
a  confused  recollection  of  having  been  disturbed  during  our  sleep, 
—  a  recollection  which  becomes  distinct  only  when  we  learn  from 
others  that  such  and  such  an  occurrence  has  taken  place  while  we 
were  asleep. 

u  I  had  given  orders  some  time  ago,  that  a  parlor  adjoining  to  my 
bedroom  should  be  swept  before  I  was  called  in 

illustrated  by  the      tne  morning#     ;por  tne  first  two  days  the  noise 

the  writer.  awoke  me ;  but,  thereafter,  I  was  not  aware  of 

it.  Whence  arose  the  difference?  The  noises 
are  the  same  and  at  the  same  hour,  I  am  in  the  same  degree  of 
slumber;  the  same  sensations,  consequently,  take  place.  Whence 
comes  it  that  I  awoke,  and  do  no  longer  awake?  For  this,  it 
appears  to  me,  there  is  but  one  explanation,  —  viz.,  that  my  mind 
which  wakes,  and  which  is  now  aware  of  the  cause  of  these  sensa- 
tions, is  no  longer  disquieted,  and  no  longer  rouses  my  senses.  It 
is  true  that  I  do  not  retain  the  recollection  of  this  reasoning ;  but 
this  oblivion  is  not  more  extraordinary  than  that  of  so  many  others 
which  cross  our  mind  both  when  awake  and  when  asleep. 

u  I  add  a  single  observation.  The  noise  of  the  brash  on  the  carpet 
of  my  parlor  is  as  nothing  compared  with  that  of  the  heavy  wagons 
which  pass  under  my  windows  at  the  same  hour,  and  which  do  not 
trouble  my  repose  in  the  least.  I  was,  therefore,  awakened  by  a 
sensation  much  feebler  than  a  crowd  of  others,  which  I  received  at 
the  same  time.  Can  that  hypothesis  afford  the  reason,  which  sup- 
poses that  the  awakening  is  a  necessary  event ;  that  the  sensations 
rouse  the  senses,  and  that  the  senses  rouse  the  mind  ?  It  is  evident 
that  my  mind  alone,  and  its  activity,  can  explain  why  the  fainter 
sensation  awoke  me ;  as  these  alone  can  explain  why,  when  I  am 
reading  in  my  study,  the  small  noise  of  a  mouse  playing  in  a  corner 
can  distract  my  attention,  while  the  thundering  noise  of  a  passing 
wagon  does  not  affect  me  at  all. 

u  The  explanation  fully  accounts  for  what  occurs  with  those  who 
sleep  in  attendance  on  the  sick.  All  noises  foreign  to  the  patient 
have  no  effect  on  them ;  but  let  the  patient  turn  him  on  the  bed,  let 
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him  utter  a  groan  or  sigh,  or  let  his  breathing  become  painful  or 
interrupted,   forthwith   the    attendant   awakes, 

per  ence  o  t  «e      howeVer  little  inured  to  the  vocation,  or  inter- 
attendant  on  the  sick.  7 

ested  in  the  welfare  of  the  patient.    Whence 

comes  this  discrimination  between  the  noises  which  deserve  the  at- 
tention of  the  attendant,  and  those  which  do  not,  i£  whilst  the  senses 
are  asleep,  the  mind  does  not  remain  observant,  —  does  not  act  the 
sentinel,  does  not  consider  the  sensations  which  the  senses  convey, 
and  does  not  awaken  the  senses  as  it  finds  these  sensations  disquiet- 
ing or  not  ?     It  is  by  being  strongly  impressed,  previous  to  going 
to  sleep,  with  the  duty  of  attending  to  the  respiration,  motions, 
complaints  of  the  sufferer,  that  we  come  to  awaken  at  all  such 
noises,  and  at  no  others.    The  habitual  repetition  of  such  an  impres- 
sion gives  this  faculty  to  professional  sick-nurses ;  a  lively  interest  in 
the  health  of  the  patient  gives  it  equally  to  the  members  of  his  family. 
"  It  lain  precisely  the  same  manner  that  we  waken  at  the  appointed 
hour,  when  before  going  to  sleep  we  have  made 
Awaking  at  an  ap-      a  g^^  re80iution  0f  g0  doing.    I  have  this  power 

pointed  hoar.  .  r 

in  perfection,  but  I  notice  that  I  lose  it  if  I 
depend  on  any  one  calling  me.  In  this  latter  case,  my  mind' does 
not  take  the  trouble  of  measuring  the  time  or  of  listening  to  the  clock. 
But  in  the  former,  it  is  necessary  that  it  do  so,  otherwise  the  pheno- 
menon is  inexplicable.  Every  one  has  made,  or  can  make,  this 
experiment ;  when  it  fails  it  will  be  found,  if  I  mistake  not,  either 
that  we  have  not  been  sufficiently  preoccupied  with  the  intention,  or 
were  over-fatigued ;  for  when  the  senses  are  strongly  benumbed,  they 
convey  to  the  mind,  on  the  one  hand,  more  obtuse  sensations  of  the 
monitory  sounds,  and,  on  the  other,  they  resist  for  a  longer  time  the 
efforts  the  mind  makes  to  awaken  them,  when  these  sounds  have 
reached  it. 

"  After  a  night  passe4  in  this  effort,  we  have,  in  general,  the  recol- 
lection, in  the  morning,  of  having  been  constantly  occupied  during 
sleep  with  this  thought.  The  mind,  therefore,  watched,  and,  full  of 
its  resolution,  awaited  the  moment.  It  is  thus  that  when  we  go  to 
bed  much  interested  with  any  subject,  we  remember,  on  wakening, 
that  during  sleep  we  have  been  continually  haunted  by  it.  On  these 
occasions,  the  slumber  is  light,  for,  the  mind  Heing  untranquil,  its 
agitation  is  continually  disturbing  the  torpor  of  the  senses.  When 
the  mind  is  calm,  it  does  not  sleep  more,  but  it  is  less  restless. 

"  It  would  be  curious  to  ascertain,  whether  persons  of  a  feeble 
memory,  and  of  a  volatile  disposition,  are  not  less  capable  than 
others  of  awakening  at  an  appointed  hour ;  for  these  two  circum- 
stances ought  to  produce  this  effect,  if  the  notion  I  have  formed  of 


o^o 
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the  phenomenon  be  correct.  A  volatile  disposition  is  unable  strongly 
to  preoccupy  itself  with  the  thought,  and  to  form  a  determined  reso- 
lution ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  the  memory  which  preserves  a 
recollection  of  the  resolution  taken  before  falling  asleep.  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  of  making  the  experiment 

"It  appears  to  me,  that  from  the  previous  ob- 

General  conclusions.  ...         .,,/.« 

servations  it  inevitably  follows : 

1°,  That  in  sleep  the  senses  are  torpid,  but  that  the  mind  wakes. 

2°,  That  certain  of  our  senses  continue  to  transmit  to  the  mind 
the  imperfect  sensations  they  receive. 

3°,  That  the  mind  judges  these  sensations,  and  that  it  is  in  virtue 
of  its  judgments  that  it  awakens,  or  does  not  awaken,  the  senses. 

4°,  That  the  reason  why  the  mind  awakens  the  senses  is,  that 
sometimes  the  sensation  disquiets  it,  being  unusual  or  painful,  that 
sometimes  the  sensation  warns  it  to  rouse  the  senses,  as  being  an 
indication  of  the  moment  when  it  ought  to  do  so. 

5°,  That  the  mind  possesses  the  power  of  awakening  the  senses, 
but  that  it  only  accomplishes  this  by  its  own  activity  overcoming 
tbeir  torpor;  that  this  torpor  is  an  obstacle,  —  an  obstacle  greater # 
or  less  as  it  is  more  or  less  profound. 

"  If  these  inferences  are  just,  it  follows  that  we  can  waken  our- 
selves at  will  and  at  appointed  signals ;  that  the  instrument  called 
an  alarum  (reveil-matin)  docs  not  act  so  much  by  the  noise  it 
makes  as  by  the  association  we  have  established  in  going  to  bed 
between  the  noise  and  the  thought  of  wakening;  that,  therefore,  an 
instrument  much  less  noisy,  and  emitting  only  a  feeble  sound,  would 
probably  produce  the  same  effect.  It  follows,  moreover,  that  we  can 
inure  ourselves  to  sleep  profoundly  in  the  midst  of  the  loudest 
noises ;  that  to  accomplish  this  it  is  perhaps  sufficient,  on  the  first 
night,  to  impress  it  on  our  minds  that  these  sounds  do  not  deserve  • 
attention,  and  ought  not  to  awaken  us ;  and  that  by  this  mean,  any 
one  may  probably  sleep  as  well  in  the  mill  as  the  miller  himself.  It 
follows,  in  fine,  that  the  sleep  of  the  strong  and  courageous  ought  to 
be  less  easily  disturbed,  all  things  equal,  than  the  sleep  of  the  weak 
and  timid.  Some  historical  facts  may  he  quoted  in  proof  of  this 
last  conclusion." 

I  shall  not  quote 'to  you  the  observations  of  M.  Jouffroy  on  Rev- 
erie,1 which  form  a  sequel,  and  a  confirmation,  of 
Joufftoy'8  theory  cor-      those  he  has  made  upon  sleep.    Before  termina* 
n?H!!*  hL^e  ****,      ting  this  subject,  I  may,  however,  notice  a  rather 

of    the    postman    of  v  .  .  , 

Halle  curious  case  which  occurs  to  my  recollection,  and 

which  tends  to  corroborate  the  theory  of  the 

Frencb  psychologist.    I  give  it  on  the  authority  of  Junker,  a  cele- 

1  See  MOangtg,  p.  804  tt  *eq.  —  Ed. 
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brated  physician  and  professor  of  Halle,  who  flourished  during  the 
first  half  of  last  century,  and  he  says  that  he  took  every  pains  to 
verify  the  facts  by  frequent  personal  observation.  I  regret  that  I 
am  unable  at  the  moment  to  find  the  book  in  which  the  case  is 
recorded,  but  of  all  its  relevant  circumstances  I  have  a  vivid  remem- 
brance. The  object  of  observation  was  the  postman  between  Halle 
and  a  town,  I  forget  which,  some  eight  miles  distant.  This  distance 
the  postman  was  in  the  habit  of  traversing  daily.  A  considerable 
part  of  his  way  lay  across  a  district  of  unenclosed  champaign 
meadow-land,  and  in  walking  over  this  smooth  surface  the  postman 
was  generally  asleep.  But  at  the  termination  of  this  part  of  his 
road,  there  was  a  narrow  foot-bridge  over  a  stream,  and  to  reach  this 
bridge  it  was  necessary  to  ascend  some  broken  steps.  Now,  it  was 
ascertained  as  completely  as  any  feet  of  the  kind  could  be, — the 
observers  were  shrewd,  and  the  object  of  observation  was  a  man  of 
undoubted  probity,  —  I  say,  it  was  completely  ascertained :  —  1°, 
That  the  postman  was  asleep  in  passing  over  this  level  course ;  2°, 
That  he  held  on  his  way  in  this  state  without  deflection  towards  the 
bridge ;  and,  3°,  That  before  arriving  at  the  bridge,  he  awoke.  But 
this  case  is  not  only  deserving  of  all  credit  from  the  positive  testi- 
mony by  which  it  is  vouched ;  it  is  also  credible  as  only  one  of  a 
class  of  analogous  cases  which  it  may  be  adduced  as  representing. 
This  case,  besides  showing  that  the  mind  must  be  active  though  the 
body  is  asleep,  shows  also  that  certain  bodily  functions  may  be  dor- 
mant, while  others  are  alert.  The  locomotive  faculty  was  here  in 
exercise,  while  the  senses  were  in  slumber.  This  suggests  to  me 
another  example  of  the  same  phenomenon.  It  is  found  in  a  story 
told  by  Erasmus l  in  one  of  his  letters,  concern- 
ing his  learned  friend  Oporinus,  the  celebrated 
professor  and  printer  of  Basle.  Oporinus  was  on  a  journey  with  a 
bookseller ;  and,  on  their  road,  they  had  fallen  in  with  a  manuscript. 
Tired  with  their  day's  travelling, — travelling  was  then  almost 
exclusively  performed  on  horseback,  —  they  came  at  nightfall  to 
their  inn.  They  were,  however,  curious  to  ascertain  the  contents  of 
their  manuscript,  and  Oporinus  undertook  the  task  of  reading  it 
aloud.  This  he  continued  for  some  time,  when  the  bookseller  found 
it  necessary  to  put  a  question  concerning  a  word  which  he  had  not 
rightly  understood.  It  was  now  discovered  that  Oporinus  was 
asleep,  and  being  awakened  by  his  companion,  he  found  that  he  had 
no  recollection  of  what  for  a  considerable  time  he  had  been  reading. 

1  This  story  Is  told  by  Felix  Platerua  ( 06-  Thomas  Haterus.  See  Bohn,  Noctambulatio ; 
serration**,  lib.  i.  p.  il).  The  person  to  whom  (Haller,  Disputation**  ad  Morbomm  Hist,  et 
Oporinus  read,  was  the  lather  of  the  narrator,      Curat.,  t.  vii.  p.  448. ) — Ed. 
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Most  of  you,  I  daresay,  have  known  or  heard  of  similar  occurrences, 
and  I  do  not  quote  the  anecdote  as  anything  remarkable.  But,  still, 
it  is  a  case  concurring  with  a  thousand  others  to  prove,  1°,  That  one 
bodily  sense  or  function  may  be  asleep  while  another  is  awake ;  and, 
2°,  That  the  mind  may  be  in  a  certain  state  of  activity  during  sleep, 
and  no  memory  of  that  activity  remain  after  the  sleep  has  ceased. 
The  first  is  evident ;  for  Oporinus,  while  reading,  must  have  had  his 
eyes  and  the  muscles  of  his  tongue  and  fauces  awake,  though  his  ears 
and  other  senses  were  asleep ;  and  the  second  is  no  less  so,  for  the 
act  of  reading  supposed  a  very  complex  series  of  mental  energies. 
I  may  notice,  by  the  way,  that  physiologists  have  observed,  that  our 
bodily  senses  and  powers  do  not  fall  asleep  simultaneously,  but  in  a 
certain  succession.  We  all  know  that  the  first  symptom  of  slumber 
is  the  relaxation  of  the  eyelids;  whereas,  hearing  continues  alert  for 
a  season  after  the  power  of  vision  has  been  dormant.  In  the  case 
last  alluded  to,  this  order  was,  however,  violated ;  and  the  sight  was 
forcibly  kept  awake  while  the  hearing  had  lapsed  into  torpidity. 

In  the  case  of  sleep,  therefore,  so  far  is  it  from  being  proved  that 
the  mind  is  at  any  moment  unconscious,  that  the  result  of  observation 
would  inclia*  is  to  the  opposite  conclusion. 


LECTURE    XVIII. 

CONSCIOUSNESS,  — GENERAL    PHJENOMENA,  —  IS    THE   MIND 
EVER    UNCONSCIOUSLY   MODIFIED? 

I  pass  now  to  a  question  in  some  respects  of  still  more  proximate 

interest  to  the  psychologist  than  that  discussed 

lathe     ndeverun-      ^  ^e  pj^^^jug  Lecture;  for  it  is  one  which, 

©onsciously  modified?  r  ..,.-,,         ,„  .  . 

according  as  it  is  decided,  will  determine  the 
character  of  our  explanation  of  many  of  the  most  important  phe- 
nomena in  the  philosophy  of  mind,  and,  in  particular,  the  great 
phenomena  of  Memory  and  Association.  The  question  I  refer  to 
is,  Whether  the  mind  exerts  energies,  and  is  the  subject  of  modifi- 
cations, of  neither  of  which  it  is  conscious.  This  is  the  most  gen- 
eral expression  of  a  problem  which  has  hardly  been  mentioned,  fai 
less  mooted,  in  this  country ;  and  when  it  has  attracted  a  passing 
notice,  the  supposition  of  an  unconscious  action  or  passion  of  the 
mind,  has  been  treated  as  something  either  unintelligible,  or  absurd. 
In  Germany,  on  the  contrary,  it  has  not  only  been  canvassed,  but 
the  alternative  which  the  philosophers  of  this  country  have  lightly 
considered  as  ridiculous,  has  been  gravely  established  as  a  conclu- 
sion which  the  phenomena  not  only  warrant,  but  enforce.  The 
French  philosophers,  for  a  long  time,  viewed  the  question  in  the 
same  light  as  the  British.  Condillac,  indeed,  set  the  latter  the 
example ; l  but  of  late  a  revolution  is  apparent,  and  two  recent 
French  psychologists  *  have  marvellously  propounded  the  doctrine, 
long  and  generally  established  in  Germany,  as  something  new  and 
unheard  of  before  their  own  assertion  of  the  paradox. 

This  question  is  one  not  only  of  importance,  but  of  difficulty ;  I 
shall  endeavor  to  make  you  understand  its  purport  by  arguing  it 
upon  broader  grounds  than  has  hitherto  been  done,  and  shall  pre- 
pare you,  by  some  preliminary  information,  for  its  discussion.  I 
shall  first  of  all  adduce  some  proof  of  the  fact,  that  the  mind  may, 

and  does,  contain  far  more  latent  furniture  than 
ree     egreea    o       consciousness  informs  us  it  possesses.    To  sim- 

plify  the  discussion,  I  shall  distinguish  three 
degrees  of  this  mental  latency. 

l  Easai  *ur  P  Origin*  dts  ConnoiMtuues  Hu-         8  CardaMac  and  Damiron.    8ee  below,  p 
ntaints.    Sect.  ii.  ch.  1.  $  4—18.  -  Ed.  252.  — Ed. 
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In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  riches,  the 
,_   m  possessions  of  our  mind,  are  not  to  be  measured 

The  first.  *  •••■•'■» 

by  its  present  momentary  activities,  but  by  the 
amount  of  its  acquired  habits.  I  know  a  science,  or  language,  not 
merely  while  I  make  a  temporary  use  of  it,  but  inasmuch  as  I  can 
apply  it  when  and  how  I  will.  Thus  the  infinitely  greater  part  of 
our  spiritual  treasures,  lies  always  beyond  the  sphere  of  conscious- 
ness, hid  in  the  obscure  recesses  of  the  mind.  This  is  the  first 
degree  of  latency.  In  regard  to  this,  there  is  no  difficulty,  or  dis- 
pute ;  and  I  only  take  it  into  account  in  order  to  obviate  miscon- 
ception, and  because  it  affords  a  transition  towards  the  other  two 
degrees  which  it  conduces  to  illustrate. 

The  second  degree  of  latency  exists  when  the  mind  contains  cer- 
aeoond  tam  8VStem8  °f  knowledge,  or  certain  habits  of 

action,  which  it  is  wholly  unconscious  of  pos- 
sessing in  its  ordinary  state,  but  which  are  revealed  to  conscious- 
ness in  certain  extraordinary  exaltations  of  its  powers.  The  evi- 
dence on  this  point  shows  that  the  mind  frequently  contains  whole 
systems  of  knowledge,  which,  though  in  our  normal  state  they  have 
faded  into  absolute  oblivion,  may,  in  certain  abnormal  states,  as 
madness,  febrile  delirium,  somnambulism,  catalepsy,  etc.,  flash  out 
into  luminous  consciousness,  and  even  throw  into  the  shade  of  un- 
consciousness those  other  systems  by  which  they  had,  for  a  long 
period,  been  eclipsed,  and  even  extinguished.  For  example,  there 
are  cases  in  which  the  extinct  memory  of  whole  languages  was  sud- 
denly restored,  and,  what  is  even  still  more  remarkable,  in  which 
the  faculty  was  exhibited  of  accurately  repeating,  in  known  or  un- 
known tongues,  passages  which  were  never  within  the  grasp  of 
conscious  memory  in  the  normal  state.  This  degree,  this  phe- 
nomenon of  latency,  is  one  of  the  most  marvellous  in  the  whole 
compass  of  philosophy,  and  the  proof  of  its  reality  will  prepare  us 
for  an  enlightened  consideration  of  the  third,  of  which  the  evi- 
dence, though  not  less  certain,  is  not  equally  obtrusive.  But,  how- 
ever remarkable  and  important,  this  phenomenon  has  been  almost 
wholly  neglected  by  psychologists,1  and  the  cases  which  I  adduce  in 
illustration  of  its  reality  have  never  been  previously  collected  and 
applied.  That  in  madness,  in  fever,  in  somnambulism,  and  other 
abnormal  states,  the  mind  should  betray  capacities  and  extensive 
systems  of  knowledge,  of  which  it  was  at  other  times  wholly  uncon- 
scious, is  a  fact  so  remarkable  that  it  may  well  demand  the  highest 
evidence  to  establish  its  truth.    But  of  such  a  character  is  the 

1  These  remarks  were  probably  written  be-      Intellectual  Powers.  He  collects  some  very  cnrl- 
fore  the  publication  of  Abcrcrombie  cm  the      cms  instance;  see  p.  814, 10th  edition.  —  Ed. 
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evidence  which  I  am  now  to  give  you.  It  consists  of  cases  reported 
hy  the  most  intelligent  and  trustworthy  observers, — by  observers 
wholly  ignorant  of  each  other's  testimony ;  and  the  phenomena 
observed  were  of  so  palpable  and  unambiguous  a  nature  that  they 
could  not  possibly  have  been  mistaken  or  misinterpreted. 

The  first,  and  least  interesting,  evidence  I 
of  madness  shall  adduce,  is  derived  from  cases  of  mad- 

ness;   it    is  given  by  a  celebrated  American 
physician,  Dr.  Rush. 

"  The  records  of  the  wit  and  cunning  of  madmen,'*  says  the  Doc- 
tor, "  are  numerous  in  every  country.  Talents  for  eloquence,  poetry, 
music,  and  painting,  and  uncommon  ingenuity  in  several  of  the 
mechanical  arts,  are  often  evolved  in  this  state  of  madness.  A 
gentleman,  whom  I  attended  in  an  hospital  in  the  year  1810,  often 
delighted  as  well  as  astonished  the  patients  and  officers  of  our 
hospital  by  his  displays  of  oratory,  in  preaching  from  a  table  in  the 
hospital  yard  every  Sunday.  A  female  patient  of  mine  who  became 
insane,  after  parturition,  in  the  year  1807,  sang  hymns  and  songs  of 
her  own  composition  during  the  latter  stage  of  her  illness,  with  a 
tone  of  voice  so  soft  and  pleasant  that  I  hung  upon  it  with  delight 
every  time  I  visited  her.  She  had  never  discovered  a  talent  for 
poetry  or  music,  in  any  previous  part  of  her  life.  Two  instances  of 
a  talent  for  drawing,  evolved  by  madness,  have  occurred  within  my 
knowledge.  And  where  is  the  hospital  for  mad  people,  in  which 
elegant  and  completely  rigged  ships,  and  curious  pieces  of  machinery, 
have  not  been  exhibited  by  persons  who  never  discovered  the  least 
turn  for  a  mechanicarart,  previously  to  their  derangement?  Some- 
times we  observe  in  mad  people  an  unexpected  resuscitation  of 
knowledge ;  hence  we  hear  them  describe  past  events,  and  speak  in 
ancient  or  modern  languages,  or  repeat  long  and  interesting  pas- 
sages from  books,  none  of  which,  we  are  sure,  they  were  capable  of 
recollecting  in  the  natural  and  healthy  state  of  their  mind."1 

The  second  class  of  cases  are  those  of  fever ;  and  the  first  I  shall 
From  cues  offerer  adduce  *s  given  on  the  authority  of  the  patient 
himself.  This  is  Mr.  Flint,  a  very  intelligent 
American  clergyman.  I  take  it  from  his  Recollections  of  the  Valley 
of  the  Mississippi.  He  was  travelling  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  and 
suffered  the  common  lot  of  visitants  from  other  climates,  in  being 
taken  down  with  a  bilious  fever.  "  I  am  aware,"  he  remarks,  "  that 
every  sufferer  in  this  way  is  apt  to  think  his  own  case  extraordi- 
nary.   My  physicians  agreed  with  all  who  saw  me  that  my  case 

1  Bewley,  On  the  Mind,  p.  474. 
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was  so.  Aa  very  few  live  to  record  the  issue  of  a  sickness  like  mine, 
and  as  you  have  requested  me,  and  as  I  have  promised,  to  be  par* 
ticular,  I  will  relate  some  of  the  circumstances  of  this  disease.  And 
it  is  in  my  view  desirable,  in  the  bitter  agony  of  such  diseases,  that 
more  of  the  symptoms,  sensations  and  sufferings,  should  have  been 
recorded  than  have  been ;  and  that  others  in  similar  predicaments 
may  know  that  some  before  them  have  had  sufferings  like  theirs, 
and  have  survived  them.  I  had  had  a  fever  before,  and  had  risen, 
and  been  dressed  every  day.  But  in  this,  with  the  first  day  I  was 
prostrated  to  infantine  weakness,  and  felt,  with  its  first  attack,  that  it 
was  a  thing  very  different  from  what  I  had  yet  experienced.  Par- 
oxysms of  derangement  Occurred  the  third  day,  and  this  was  to  me 
a  new  state  of  mind.  That  state  of  disease  in  which  partial  de- 
rangement is  mixed  with  a  consciousness  generally  sound,  and  a 
sensibility  preternaturally  excited,  I  should  suppose  the  most  dis- 
tressing of  all  its  forms.  At  the  same  time  that  I  was  unable  to 
recognize  my  friends,  I  was  informed  that  my  memoiy  was  more 
than  ordinarily  exact  and  retentive,  and  that  I  repeated  whole  pas- 
sages in  the  different  languages  which  I  knew,  with  entire  accuracy. 
I  recited,  without  losing  or  misplacing  a  word,  a  passage  of  poetry 
which  I  could  not  so.  repeat  after  I  recovered  my  health." 

The  following  more  curious  case,  is  given  by  Lord  Monboddo  in 
his  Antient  Metaphysics} 

Ca§e  of  the  Com-  tt  jt  wafl  communicated  in  a  letter  from  the 

tease  de  Laval. 

late  Mr.  Hans  Stanley,  a  gentleman  well  known 
both  to  the  learned  and  political  world,  who  did  me  the  honor  to 
correspond  with  me  upon  the  subject  of  my  first  volume  of  meta- 
physics. I  will  give  it  in  the  words  of  that  gentleman.  He  intro- 
duces it,  by  saying,  that  it  is  an  extraordinary  fact  in  the  history 
of  mind,  which  he  believes  stands  single,  and  for  which  he  does 
not  pretend  to  account;  then  he  goes  on  to  narrate  it:  *  About 
six-and-twenty  years  ago,  when  I  was  in  France,  I  had  an  inti- 
macy in  the  family  of  the  late  Mar^chal  de  Montmorenci  de  Laval. 
His  son,  the  Comte  de  Laval,  was  married  to  Mademoiselle  de 
Maupeaux,  the  daughter  of  a  Lieutenant-General  of  that  name,  and 
the  niece  of  the  late  Chancellor.  This  gentleman  was  killed  at  the 
battle  of  Hastenbeck ;  his  widow  survived  him  some  years,  but  is 
since  dead. 

M<The  following  fact  comes  from  her  own  mouth.  She  has  told 
it  me  repeatedly.  She  was  a  woman  of  perfect  veracity,  and  very 
good  sense.    She  appealed  to  her  servants  and  family  for  the  truth. 

1  Vol.  ii.  p.  217. 
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Not  did  she,  indeed,  seem  to  be  sensible  that  the  matter  was  so 
extraordinary  as  it  appeared  to  me.  I  wrote  it  down  at  the  time ; 
and  I  have  the  memorandum  among  some  of  my  papers. 

u  *  The  Comtesse  de  Laval  had  been  observed,  by  servants  who 
sate  up  with  her  on  account  of  some  indisposition,  to  talk  in  her 
sleep  a  language  that  none  of  them  understood;  nor  were  they  sure, 
or,  indeed,  herself  able  to  guess,  upon  the  sounds  being  repeated 
to  her,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  gibberish. 

u  *  Upon  her  lying  in  of  one  of  her  children,  she  was  attended 
by  a  nurse,  who  was"  of  the  province  of  Brittany,  and  who  imme* 
diately  knew  the  meaning  of  what  she  said,  it  being  in  the  idiom 
of  the  natives  of  that  country ;  but  she  herself  when  awake,  did 
not  understand  a  single  syllable  of  what  she  had  uttered  in  he? 
sleep,  upon  its  being  retold  her. 

44 'She  was  born  in  that  province,  and  had  been  nursed  in  a 
family  where  nothing  but  that  language  was  spoken ;  so  that,  in 
her  first  infancy,  she  had  known  it,  and  no  other ;  but,  when  she 
returned  to  her  parents,  she  had  no  opportunity  of  keeping  up  the 
use  of  it;  and,  as  I  have  before  said,  she  did  not  understand  a 
word  of  Breton  when  awake,  though  she  spoke  it  in  her  sleep. 

"'I  need  not  say  that  the  Comtesse  de  Laval  never  said  or 
imagined  that  she  used  any  words  of  the  Breton  idiom,  more  than 
were  necessary  to  express  those  ideas  that  are  within  the  compass 
of  a  child's  knowledge  of  objects,' w  etc. 

A  highly  interesting  case  is  given  by  Mr.  Coleridge  in  his  JBio» 
graphia  Literaria} 

"It  occurred,"  says   Mr.   Coleridge,   "in  a 

CMe  siren  by  Co  e-  Roman  Catholic  town  in  Germany,  a  year  or  two 
before  my  arrival  at  Gottingen,  and  had  not  then 
ceased  to  be  a  frequent  subject  of  conversation.  A  young  woman  of 
four  or  five  and  twenty,  who  could  neither  read  nor  write,  was  seized 
with  a  nervous  fever ;  during  which,  according  to  the  asseverations 
of  all  the  priests  and  monks  of  the  neighborhood,  she  became  pos- 
sessed, and,  as  it  appeared,  by  a  very  learned  devil.  She  continued 
incessantly  talking  Latin,  Greek,  and  Hebrew,  in  very  pompous  tones, 
and  with  most  distinct  enunciation.  This  possession  was  rendered 
more  probable  by  the  known  fact  that  she  was  or  had  been  a  here- 
tic. Voltaire  humorously  advises  the  devil  to  decline  all  acquaint- 
ance with  medical  men ;  and  it  would  have  been  more  to  his  repu- 
tation, if  he  had  taken  this  advice  in  the  present  instance.  The 
case  had  attracted  the  particular  attention  of  a  young  physician, 
and  by  his  statement  many  eminent  physiologists  and  psychologists 

1  Vol.  i.  p.  117,  (edit.  1847). 
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visited  the  town,  and  cross-examined  the  case  on  the  spot.  Sheets 
full  of  her  ravings  were  taken  down  from  her  own  mouth,  and  were 
found  to  consist  of  sentences,  coherent  and  intelligible  each  for 
itself  but  with  little  or  no  connection  with  each  other.  Of  the 
Hebrew,  a  small  portion  only  could  be  traced  to  the  Bible,  the 
remainder  seemed  to  be  in  the  Rabbinical  dialect.  All  trick  or 
conspiracy  was  out  of  the  question.  Not  only  had  the  young 
woman  ever  been  a  harmless,  simple  creature;  but  she  was  evi- 
dently laboring  under  a  nervous  fever.  In  the  town,  in  which  she 
bad  been  resident  for  many  years  as  a  servant  in  different  families, 
no  solution  presented  itself.  The  young  physician,  however,  de- 
termined to  trace  her  past  life  step  by  step ;  for  the  patient  herself 
was  incapable  of  returning  a  rational  answer.  He  at  length  suc- 
ceeded in  discovering  the  place  where  her  parents  had  lived :  trav- 
elled thither,  found  them  dead,  but  an  uncle  surviving ;  and  from 
him  learned  that  the  patient  had  been  charitably  taken  by  an  old 
Protestant  pastor  at  nine  years  old,  and  had  remained  with  him 
some  years,  even  till  the  old  man's  death.  Of  this  pastor  the 
uncle  knew  nothing,  but  that  he  was  a  very  good  man.  With 
great  difficulty,  and  after  much  search,  our  young  medical  philoso- 
pher discovered  a  niece  of  the  pastor's  who  had  lived  with  him  as 
his  housekeeper,  and  had  inherited  his  effects.  She  remembered 
the  girl ;  related  that  her  venerable  uncle  had  been  too  indulgent, 
and  could  not  bear  to  hear  the  girl  scolded ;  that  she  was  willing 
to  have  kept  her,  but  that,  after  her  patron's  death,  the  girl  herself 
refused  to  stay.  Anxious  inquiries  were  then,  of  course,  made  con- 
cerning the  pastor's  habits ;  and  the  solution  of  the  phenomenon 
was  soon  obtained.  For  it  appeared  that  it  had  been  the  old  man's 
custom,  for  years,  to  walk  up  and  down  a  passage  of  his  house  into 
which  the  kitchen-door  opened,  and  to  read  to  himself,  with  a  loud 
voice,  out  of  his  favorite  books.  A  considerable  number  of  these 
were  still  in  the  niece's  possession.  She  added,  that  he  was  a  very 
learned  man,  and  a  great  Hebraist.  Among  the  books  were  found 
a  collection  of  Rabbinical  writings,  together  with  several  of*  the 
Greek  and  Latin  fathers ;  and  the  physician  succeeded  in  identify- 
ing so  many  passages  with  those  taken  down  at  the  young  woman's 
bedside,  that  no  doubt  could  remain  in  any  rational  mind  concern- 
ing the  true  origin  of  the  impressions  made  on  her  nervous  sys- 
tem." 

These    cases   thus    evince  the   general   fact, 
What  general  fact      tkat  a  menta]  modification  is  not  proved  not 

these  cases  establish  r 

to  be,  merely  because  consciousness  affords  us  no 
evidence  of  its  existence.     This  general  fact  being  established,  I 
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now  proceed  to  consider  the  question  in  relation  to  the  third  claw 

or  degree  of  latent  modifications, — a  class  in 

The    lrd  degree  of      reiaj[oa  to,  and  on  the  ground  of  which  alone,  it 

has  ever  hitherto  been  argued  by  philosophers. 
The  problem,  then,  in  regard  to  this  class  is, — Are  there,  in 
ordinary,  mental   modifications,  —  t.  e.  mental 
The  problem  ia  re-      activities  and  passivities,  of  which  we  are  uncon- 

gard  to    ft*i«  degree 

stated>  scious,  but  which  manifest  their  existence  by 

effects  of  which  we  are  conscious  ? 

I  have  thus  stated  the  question,  because  this  appears  to  me  the 

most  unambiguous  form  in  which  it  can  be  ex* 

To  be  MUM"*  i»      preased ;  and  in  treating  of  it,  I  shall,  in  the  first 

Itself*  and  in  its  bis* 

tory.  place,  consider  it  in  itself  and,  in  the  second 

place,  in  its  history.  I  adopt  this  order,  because 
the  principal  difficulties  which  affect  the  problem  arise  from  the 
equivocal  and  indeterminate  language  of  philosophers.  These  it 
is  obviously  necessary  to  avoid  in  the  first  instance ;  but,  having 
obtained  an  insight  into  the  question  itself  it  will  be  easy,  in  a  sub* 
sequent  historical  narrative,  to  show  how  it  has  been  perplexed  and 
darkened  by  the  mode  in  which  it  has  been  handled  by  philoso* 
phers.  I  request  your  attention  to  this  matter,  as  in  the  solution  of 
this  general  problem  is  contained  the  solution  of  several  important 
questions,  which  will  arise  under  our  consideration  of  the  special 
faculties.  It  is  impossible,  however,  at  the  present  stage  of  our 
progress,  to  exhibit  all,  or  even  the  strongest  part  o£  the  evidence 
for  the  alternative  which  I  adopt ;  and  you  must  bear  in  mind  that 
there  is  much  more  to  be  said  in  favor  of  this  opinion  than  what  I 
am  able  at  present  to  adduce  to  you. 

In  the  question  proposed,  I  am  not  only  strongly  inclined  to  the 
affirmative, —  nay,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  maintain, 

The  affirmative  of      that  what  we  are  conscious  of  is  constructed 
this  question    main- 
lined, out  of  what  we  are  not  conscious  of,  —  that  our 

whole  knowledge,  in  fact,  is  made  up  of  the 
unknown  and  the  incognizable. 
This  at  first  sight  may  appear  not  only  paradoxical,  but  contra- 
dictory.   It  may  be  objected,  lp,  How  can  we 

o  t  e      rma  ve      jtnow  tnat  to  exist  which  lies  beyond  the  one  con- 
two  objections.  J . 

dition  of  all  knowledge, —  consciousness  r    And 

2°,  How  can  knowledge  arise  out  of  ignorance,  —  consciousness  out 

of  unconsciousness,  —  the  cognizable   out  of  the  incognizable, — 

that  is,  how  can  one  opposite  proceed  out  of  the  other  ? 

In  answer  to  the  first  objection,  —  how  can  we  know  that  of 

81 
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I 
which  we  are  conscious,  seeing  that  consciousness  is  the  condi- 
tion   of  knowledge,  —  it    is  enough  to  allege, 

^ejlrrt  objection        ^    there   ^    many   thingg  ^^  we  neither 

know  nor  can  know  in  themselves, — that  is,  in 
their  direct  and  immediate  relation  to  our  faculties  of  knowledge, 
but  which  manifest  their  existence  indirectly  through  the  medium  of 

their  effects.    This  is  the  case  with  the  mental 

The  mental  modiii-      modifications  in  question ;  they  are  not  in  them- 

eationi   in   quettion      Be\vea  revealed  to  consciousness,  but  as  certain 

manifest  their   exist-  7 

enee  through  their  ef-  mcta  °*  consciousness  necessarily  suppose  them 
foots.  to  exist,  and  to  exert  an  influence  in  the  mental 

processes,  we  are  thus  constrained  to  admit,  as 
modifications  of  mind,  what  are  not  in  themselves  phenomena  of 

consciousness.  The  truth  of  this  will  be  ap- 
Estabiished  from      parent,  $  before  descending  to  any  special  illus- 

the    nature   of    con-  .  , 

■oionsnets  itaeit  tration,  we  consider  that  consciousness  cannot 

exist  independently  of  some  peculiar  modifica- 
tion of  mind ;  we  are  only  conscious  as  we  are  conscious  of  a  de- 
terminate state.  To  be  conscious,  we  must  be  conscious  of  some 
particular  perception,  or  remembrance,  or  imagination,  or  feeling, 
etc.;  we  have  no  general  consciousness.  But  as  consciousness  sup- 
poses a  special  mental  modification  as  its  object,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered, that  this  modification  or  state  supposes  a  change,  —  a  transi- 
tion from  some  other  state  or  modification.  But  as  the  modification 
must  be  present,  before  we  have  a  consciousness  of  the  modifica- 
tion, it  is  evident,  that  we  can  have  no  consciousness  of  its  rise  or 
awakening ;  for  its  rise  or  awakening  is  also  the  rise  or  awakening 
of  consciousness. 
But  the  illustration  of  this  is  contained  in  an  answer  to  the 
second  objection  which  asks,  —  How  can  knowl- 

Jho    .eoond  objec-        edge     ^^    out    rf    ignoranCe5  _  con8ciousnes8 

out  of  unconsciousness, —  the  known  out  of  the 

unknown,  —  how  can  one  opposite  be  made  up  of  the  other? 

In  the  removal  of  this  objection,  the  proof  of  the  thesis  which  I 

support  is  involved.    And  without  dealing  in 

The  special  eriaence      anv  general  speculation,  I  shall  at  once  descend 

ort        rmatveo        ^  ^e  special  evidence  which  appears  to  me 

the  general   problem  r  rr 

adduoed.  not  merely  to  warrant,  but  to  necessitate  the 

conclusion,  that  the  sphere  of  our  conscious 
modifications  is  only  a  small  circle  in  the  centre  of  a  far  wider 
sphere  of  action  and  passion,  of  which  we  are  only  conscious 
through  its  effects. 
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Let  us  take  our  first  example  from  Perception,  —  the  perception 
„  „         ,  „  of  external  objects,  and  in  that  faculty,  let  us 

1.  External  Percep-  .  ,      i  *    .    ,  -*-r 

tion<  commence  with  the  sense  of  sight.    Now,  you 

l.  Wie  senae  of       either  already  know,  or  can  be  at  once  informed, 

s**0**  what  it  is  that  has  obtained  the  name  of  Min- 

Minimum  ViaibUe.  _   ..  v  « 

imum  Visioile.  You  are  of  course  aware,  in 
general,  that  vision  is  the  result  of  the  rays  of  light,  reflected  from 
the  surface  of  objects  to  the  eye ;  a  greater  number  of  rays  is  re- 
flected from  a  larger  surface ;  if  the  superficial  extent  of  an  object, 
and,  consequently,  the  number  of  the  rays  which  it  reflects,  be  di- 
minished beyond  a  certain  limit,  the  object  becomes  invisible ;  and 
the  minimum  visibile  is  the  smallest  expanse  which  can  be  seen,  — 
which  can  consciously  affect  us, — which  we  can  be  conscious  of 
seeing.  This  being  understood,  it  is  plain  that  if  we  divide  this 
minimum  vtsibile  into  two  parts,  neither  half  can,  by  itself,  be  an 
object  of  vision,  or  visual  consciousness.  They  are,  severally  and 
apart,  to  consciousness  as  zero.  But  it  is  evident,  that  each  half 
must,  by  itself,  have  produced  in  us  a  certain  modification,  real 
though  unperceived ;  for  as  the  perceived  whole  is  nothing  but  the 
union  of  the  unperceived  halves,  so  the  perception  —  the  perceived 
affection  itself  of  which  we  are  conscious  —is  only  the  sum  of  two 
modifications,  each  of  which  severally  eludes  our  consciousness. 
When  we  look  at  a  distant  forest,  we  perceive  a  certain  expanse  of 
green.  Of  this,  as  an  affection  of  our  organism,  we  are  clearly  and 
distinctly  conscious.  Now,  the  expanse  of  which  we  are  conscious 
is  evidently  made  up  of  parts  of  which  we  are  not  conscious.  No 
lea£  perhaps  no  tree,  may  be  separately  visible.  But  the  greenness 
of  the  forest  is  made  up  of  the  greenness  of  the  leaves ;  that  is,  the 
total  impression  of  which  we  are  conscious,  is  made  up  of  an  infini- 
tude of  small  impressions  of  which  we  are  not  conscious. 

Take  another  example,  from  the  sense  of  hearing.    In  this  sense, 

there  is,  in  like  manner,  a  Minimum  Audibu\ 

2.  8en§e  of  Hearing.        ^^    .      ft  gounj  fae   jeagt  wnicn    can  come  into 
Minimum  Audibile  .  .  .  .    m 

perception  and  consciousness.  But  this  mini- 
mum audibile  is  made  up  of  parts  which  severally  affect  the  sense, 
but  of  which  affections,  separately,  we  are  not  conscious,  though  of 
their  joint  result  we  are.  We  must,  therefore,  here  likewise  admit 
the  reality  of  modifications  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness. 
To  take  a  special  example.  When  we  hear  the  distant  murmur  of 
the  sea,  —  what  are  the  constituents  of  the  total  perception  of 
which  we  are  conscious  ?  This  murmur  is  a  sum  made  up  of  parts, 
and  the  sum  would  be  as  zero  if  the  parts  did  not  count  as  some- 
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thiftg.    The  noise  of  the  sea  id  the  complement  of  the  noise  of  its 
Mvfcr&l  waves;-*- 

votrrlav  re  Kvp&Tmr 
*Ajrf)pt&fiov  ytkaa-pa'  * 

ahd  if  the  noise  of  each  wave  made  ho  impression  on  our  sense,  the 
noise  of  the  sea,  as  the  result  of  these  impressions,  could  not  be 
realized.  But  the  noise  of  each  several  wave*  at  the  distance  we 
suppose,  is  inaudible ;  we  must,  however,  admit  that  they  produce  a 
certain  modification,  beyond  consciousness,  on  the  percipient  sub- 
ject ;  for  this  is  necessarily  involved  in  the  reality  of  their  result. 
The  same  is  equally  the  case  in  the  other  senseB ;  the  taste  or  smell 
of  a  dish,  be  it  agreeable  or  disagreeable,  is  com* 
posed  of  a  multitude  of  severally  imperceptible 
effects,  which  the  stimulating  particles  of  the  viand  cause  on  differ- 
ent points  of  the  nervous  expansion  of  the  gustatory  and  olfactory 
Organs ;  and  the  pleasant  or  painful  feeling  of  softness  or  roughness 
is  the  result  of  an  infinity  of  unfelt  modifications,  which  the  body 
handled  determines  on  the  countless  papill®  of  the  nerves  of 
touch.* 
Let  us  now  take  an  example  from  another  mental  process.  We 
have  not  yet  spoken  of  what  is  called  the  Asso* 
i.  Association  of  ciation  of  Ideas ;  and  it  is  enough  for  our  pres- 
ent purpose  that  you  should  be  aware,  that  one 
thought  suggests  another  in  conformity  to  certain  determinate  laws, 
— laws  to  which  the  succession  of  our  whole  mental  states  are  sub* 
jected.  Now  it  Sometimes  happens,  that  we  find  one  thought  ris- 
ing immediately  after  another  in  consciousness,  but  whose  conse- 
cution we  can  reduce  to  no  law  of  association.  Now  in  these  cases 
we  can  generally  discover,  by  an  attentive  observation,  that  these 
two  thoughts,  though  not  themselves  associated,  are  each  associated 
with  certain  other  thoughts ;  so  that  the  whole  consecution  would 
have  been  regular,  had  these  intermediate  thoughts  come  into  con- 
sciousness, between  the  two  which  are  not  immediately  associated. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  that  A,  B,  C,  are  three  thoughts,— that  A 
and  C  cannot  immediately  suggest  each  other,  but  that  each  4s  asso- 
ciated with  B,  so  that  A  will  naturally  suggest  B,  and  B  naturally 
suggest  C.  Now  it  may  happen,  that  we  are  conscious  of  A,  and 
immediately  thereafter  of  O.  How  is  the  anomaly  to  be  explained? 
It  can  only  be  explained  on  the  principle  of  latent  modifications* 
A  suggests  O,  not  immediately,  but  through  B ;  but  as  B>  lik*  the 

l  -fischylns,  Prometheus,  1. 89.— Ed.  poi,  p.  8,  9,  (cd.  Bagpe);  and  lib.  H.  o.  i.  f  9 

s  See  Leibnitz,  Nowxaux  Essais,  Avant-Pro-      et  uq.  —  Ed. 


half  of  the  mtntmum  vutinle  or  minimum  atafc'Ktt,  does  not  ri»* 
into  consciousness,  we  are  apt  to  consider  it  as  non-existent*  Yog 
are  probably  aware  of  the  following  fact  in  mechanics,  If  a  nam* 
ber  of  billiard  balls  be  placed  in  a  straight  row  and  touching  each 
other,  and  if  a  ball  be  made  to  strike,  in  the  line  of  the  row*  the 
ball  at  one  end  of  the  series,  what  will  happen  ?  The  motion  of  the 
impinging  ball  is  not  divided  among  the  whole  row;  this,  which  we 
might  a  priori  have  expected,  does  not  happen,  but  the  impetus  is 
transmitted  through  the  intermediate  balls  which  remain  each  in  its 
place,  to  the  ball  at  the  opposite  end  of  the  series,  and  this  ball 
alone  is  impelled  on.  Something  like  this  seems  often  to  occur  in 
the  train  of  thought.  One  idea  mediately  suggests  another  into 
consciousness,  ~  the  suggestion  passing  through  one  or  more  ideas 
which  dp  not  themselves  rise  into  consciousness.  The  awakening 
and  awakened  ideas  here  correspond  to  the  ball  striking  and  the 
ball  struck  off;  while  the  intermediate  ideas  of  which  we  are  un- 
conscious, but  which  carry  on  the  suggestion,  resemble  the  inter-, 
mediate  balls  which  remain  moveless,  but  communicate  the  impulse, 
An  instance  of  this  occurs  to  me  with  which  I  was  recently  struck, 
Thinking  of  Ben  Lomond,  this  thought  was  immediately  followed 
by  the  thought  of  the  Prussian  system  of  education.  Now,  oon-i 
ceivable  connection  between  these  two  ideas  in  themselves,  there 
was  none.  A  little  reflection,  however,  explained  the  anomaly. 
On  my  last  visit  to  the  mountain,  I  had  met  upon  its  sum- 
mit a  German  gentleman,  and  though  I  had  no  consciousness 
of  the  intermediate  and  unawakened  links  between  Ben  I^mond 
and  the  Prussian  schools,  they  were  undoubtedly  these, — the 
German,  —  Germany,'—  Prussia,—* and,  these  media  being  admit* 
ted,  the  connection  between  the  extremes  was  manifest. 
I  should  perhaps  reserve  for  a  future  occasion,  noticing  Mr.  Stew- 
art's explanation  of  this  phenomenon,  He 
Stewart's  ejpiftn*-  admits  that  a  perception  or  idea  may  pass 
^r^of^o^on  trough  the  mind  without  leaving  any  trace 
ber«  adduMd.  m  ^e  memory,  and   yet  serve  to  introduce 

other  ideas  connected  with  it  by  the  laws,  of 
association,1  Mr.  Stewart  can  hardly  be  said  to  have  contemplated 
the  possibility  of  the  existence  and  agency  of  mental  modifications 
of  which  we  are  unconscious.  He  grants  the  necessity  of  interpo- 
lating certain  intermediate  ideas,  in  order  to  account  for  the  connec- 
tion of  thought,  which  could  otherwise  be  explained  by  no  theory 
4>f  ajwcUtiw ;  and  he  admits  that  these  intermediate  Weft*  are  not 

i,  part  U.  chap.  il. ;  Work*,  vol.  if.  pp.  121, 132. 
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known  by  memory  to  have  actually  intervened.  So  far,  there  is 
no  difference  in  the  two  doctrines.  But  now  comes  the  separa- 
tion. Mr.  Stewart  supposes  that  the  intermediate  ideas  are,  for 
an  instant,  awakened  into  consciousness,  but,  in  the  same  mo- 
ment, utterly  forgot;  whereas  the  opinion  I  would  prefer,  holds 
that  they  are  efficient  without  rising  into  consciousness.  Mr. 
Stewart's  doctrine  on  this  point  is  exposed  to  all 
Difficulties  of  staw-      the  difficulties,  ana  hag  none  of  the  proofs  in  itg 

art's  doctrine.  ,  .  ,  .  , ,.  ,  .  ,  , 

favor  which  concur  in  establishing  the  other. 

In  the  first  place,  to  assume  the  existence  of  acts  of  consciousness 

of  which  there  is  no  memory  beyond  the  mo- 

of  consciousness  of       ment  of  existence,  is  at  least  as  inconceivable 

which  there  is    no      an  hypothesis  as  the  other.     But,  in  the  second 

memory,  place,  it  violates  the  whole  analogy  of  consci- 

2.  violates  the  anal-      ousness,  which  the  other  does  not.     Conscious- 

ogy  of  consciousness.  _  . 

ness  supposes  memory ;  and  we  are  only  consci- 
ous as  we  are  able  to  connect  and  contrast  one  instance  of  our 
intellectual  existence  with  another.  Whereas,  to  suppose  the  exist- 
ence and  efficiency  of  modifications  beyond  consciousness,  is  not  at 
variance  with  its  conditions ;  for  consciousness,  though  it  assures  us 
of  the  reality  of  what  is  within  its  sphere,  says  nothing  against  the 

reality  of  what  is  without.  In  the  third  place, 
8.  Presumption  in      it  jfl  demonstrated,  that,  in  perception,  there  are 

layor  of  latent  acts  in  '.        ^  v  «      • 

association.  modifications,  efficient,  though  severally  imper- 

ceptible ;  why,  therefore,  in  the  other  faculties, 
should  there  not  likewise  be  modifications,  efficient,  though  unap- 
stewart'  h  parent  ?   In  the  fourth  place,  there  must  be  some 

thesis  must  take  re-  reason  for  the  assumed  fact,  that  there  are  per- 
luge  in  the  counter  ceptions  or  ideas  of  which  we  are  conscious,  but 
of  which  there  is  no  memory.  Now,  the  only 
reason  that  can  possibly  be  assigned  is  that  the  consciousness  was 
too  feint  to  afford  the  condition  of  memory.  But  of  consciousness, 
however  faint,  there  must  be  some  memory,  however  short.  But 
this  is  at  variance  with  the  phenomenon,  for  the  ideas  A  and  C 
may  precede  and  follow  each  other  without  any  perceptible  interval, 
and  without  any  the  feeblest  memory  of  B.  If  there  be  no  mem- 
ory, there  could  have  been  no  consciousness;  and,  therefore,  Mr. 
Stewart's  hypothesis,  if  strictly  interrogated,  must,  even  at  last, 
take  refuge  in  our  doctrine ;  for  it  can  easily  be  shown,  that  the 
degree  of  memory  is  directly  in  proportion  to  the  degree  of  con- 
sciousness, and,  consequently,  that  an  absolute  negation  of  memory 
is  an  absolute  negation  of  consciousness. 
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Let  us  now  turn  to  another  class  of  phenomena,  which  in  like 

manner  are  capable  of  an  adequate  explanation 

m.  our  Acquired      only  on  the  theory  I  have  advanced;  — I  mean 

Dexterities  and  Hab-  J  J  *   . 

itfc  the  operations  resulting  from  our  Acquired  Dex- 

terities and  Habits. 
To  explain  these,  three  theories  have  been  advanced.    The  first 
regards  them  as  merely  mechanical  or  automatic, 
three  ^eories    ad-      an(^  ^us  ^eny^ng  to  tne  naind  all  active  or  vol- 
Tanced.  untary  intervention,  consequently  removes  them 

The  flwt  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness.   The  second, 

Th*  ^hM?  z&m^  allows  to  each  several  motion  a  separate 

act  of  conscious  volition ;  while  the  third,  which 
I  would  maintain,  hqjds  a  medium  between  these,  constitutes  the 
mind  the  agent,  accords  to  it  a  conscious  volition  over  the  series,  but 
denies  to  it  a  consciousness  and  deliberate  volition  in  regard  to  each 
separate  movement  in  the  series  which  it  determines. 
The  first  of  these  has  been  maintained,  among  others,  by  two 
philosophers  who  in  other  points  are  not  fre- 
Thefirstor mech.ni.       quently  at  one,— by  Reid  and  Hartley.  «  Habit," 

oal  theory,  maintained         ^        _ rf.  _        _  '  *  /   .  ^ 

by  B«id  and  Hartley.  Bavs  Reid,  differs  from  instinct,  not  in  its  nature, 
but  in  its  origin  ;  the  last  being  natural,  the  first 
acquired.  Both  operate  without  will  or  intention,  without  thought, 
and  therefore  may  be  called  mechanical  principles." l  In  another 
passage,  he  expresses  himself  thus :  "  I  conceive  it  to  be  a  part  of 
our  constitution,  that  what  we  have  been  accustomed  to  do,  we 
acquire  not  only  a  facility  but  a  proneness  to  do  on  like  occasions ; 
so  that  it  requires  a  particular  will  or  effort  to  forbear  it,  but  to  do  it 
requires  very  often  no  will  at  all."  * 

The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  still  more  explicitly  by  Dr.  Hart- 
ley. a  Suppose,"  says  he,  "  a  person,  who  has  a  perfectly  voluntary 
command  over  his  fingers,  to  begin  to  learn  to  play  on  the  harp- 
sichord. The  first  step  is  to  move  his  fingers,  from  key  to  key,  with 
a  slow  motion,  looking  at  the  notes,  and  exerting  an  express  act  of 
volition  in  every  motion.  By  degrees  the  motions  cling  to  one 
another,  and  to  the  impressions  of  the  notes,  in  the  way  of  aasocia- 
tion,  so  often  mentioned ;  the  acts  of  volition  growing  less  and  less 
express  all  the  time,  till,  at  last,  they  become  evanescent  and  imper- 
ceptible. For  an  expert  performer  will  play  from  notes,  or  ideas  laid 
up  in  the  memory,  and  at  the  same  time  carry  on  a  quite  different 
train  of  thoughts  in  his  mind ;  or  even  hold  a  conversation  with 
another.    Whence,  we  conclude,  that  there  is  no  intervention  of  the 

1  Actios  Powers,  Kesay  Hi.,  part  1.  chap.  8;  CoU.  Works,  p.  560.  2  Ibid. 
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idea,  or  state  of  mind  called  will."    Cases  of  this  sort  Hartley  calls 
u  transitions  of  voluntary  actions  into  automatic  ones." l 

The  second  theory  is  maintained  against  the  first  by  Mr.  Stewart ; 

and  I  think  his  refutation  valid,  though  not  his 

The  second  theory      confirmation.     UI  cannot  help  thinking  it,"  he 

Maintained,  validly  »•      says?  «more  philosophical  to  suppose  that  those 

Stewart.  *     actions  which   are   originally  voluntary  always 

continue  so,  although  in  the  case  of  operations, 
which  are  become  habitual  in  consequence  of  long  practice,  we  may 
not  be  able  to  recollect  every  different  volition.  Thus,  in  the  case 
of  a  performer  on  the  harpsichord,  I  apprehend  chat  there  is  an  act 
of  the  will  preceding  every  motion  of  every  finger,  although  he  may 
riot  be  able  to  recollect  these  volitions  afterwards,  and  although  he 
may,  during  the  time  of  his  performance,  be  employed  in  carrying 
on  a  separate  train  of  thought.  For  it  must  be  remarked,  that  the 
most  rapid  performer  can,  when  he  pleases,  play  so  slowly  as  to  be 
able  to  attend  to,  and  to  recollect,  every  separate  act  of  his  will  in 
the  various  movements  of  his  fingers ;  and  he  can  gradually  accel- 
erate the  rate  of  his  execution  till  he  is  unable  to  recollect  these 
acts.  Now,  in  this  instance,  one  of  two  suppositions  must  be  made* 
The  one  is,  that  the  operations  in  the  two  cases  are  carried  on  pre- 
cisely in  the  same  manner,  and  differ  only  in  the  degree  of  rapidity; 
and  that  when  this  rapidity  exceeds  a  certain  rate,  the  acts  of  the 
will  are  too  momentary  to  leave  any  impression  on  the  memory. 
The  other  is,  that  when  the  rapidity  exceeds  a  certain  rate,  the  ope- 
ration is  taken  entirely  out  of  our  hands,  and  is  carried  on  by  some 
unknown  power,  of  the  nature  of  which  we  are  as  ignorant  as  of  the 
cause  of  the  circulation  of  the  blood,  or  of  the  motion  of  the  intes- 
tines. The  last  supposition  seems  to  me  to  be  somewhat  similar  to 
that  of  a  man  who  should  maintain,  that  although  a  body  projected 
with  a  moderate  velocity  is  Been  to  pass  through  all  the  intermediate 
spaces  in  moving  from  one  place  to  another,  yet  we  are  not  entitled 
to  conclude  that  this  happens  when  the  bofiy  moves  so  quickly  as  to 
become  invisible  to  the  eye.  The  former  supposition  is  supported 
by  the  analogy  of  many  other  facts  in  our  constitution.  Of  some 
of  these  I  have  already  taken  notice,  and  it  would  be  easy  to  add  to 
the  number.  An  expert  accountant,  for  example,  can  sum  up,  almost 
with  a  single  glance  of  his  eye,  a  long  column  of  figures.  He  can 
tell  the  sum,  with  unerring  certainty,  while,  at  the  Bame  time,  he  is 
unable  to  recollect  any  one  of  the  figures  of  which  that  sum  is  com- 
posed ;  and  yet  nobody  doubts  that  each  of  these  figures  has  passed 

1  Vol.  L  pp.  108, 109.     [  Observations  on  Man,  prop.  xxi. — Ed.) 
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through  his  mind,  or  supposes  that  when  the  rapidity  of  the  process 
becomes  so  great  that  he  is  unable  to  recollect  the  various  steps  of 
it,  he  obtains  the  result  by  a  sort  of  inspiration.  This  last  sup- 
position would  be  perfectly  analogous  to  Dr.  Hartley's  doctrine 
concerning  the  nature  of  our  habitual  exertions. 

"  The  only  plausible  objection  which,  I  think,  can  be  offered  to  the 
principles  I  have  endeavored  to  establish  on  this  subject,  is  founded 
on  the  astonishing  and  almost  incredible  rapidity  they  necessarily 
suppose  in  our  intellectual  operations.  When  a  person,  for  example, 
reads  aloud,  there  must,  according  to  this  doctrine,  be  a  separate 
volition  preceding  the  articulation  of  every  letter ;  and  it  has  been 
found  by  actual  trial,  that  it  is  possible  to  pronounce  about  two 
thousand  letters  in  a  minute.  Is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
mind  is  capable  of  so  many  different  acts,  in  an  interval  of  time  so 
very  inconsiderable  ? 

"  With  respect  to  this  objection,  it  may  be  observed,  in  the  first 
place,  that  all  arguments  against  the  foregoing  doctrine  with  respect 
to  our  habitual  exertions,  in  so  far  as  they  are  founded  on  the  incon- 
ceivable rapidity  which  they  suppose  in  our  intellectual  operations, 
apply  equally  to  the  common  doctrine  concerning  our  perception  of 
distance  by  the  eye.  But  this  is  not  all.  To  what  does  the  sup- 
position amount  which  is  considered  as  so  incredible  ?  Only  to  this, 
that  the  mind  is  so  formed  as  to  be  able  to  carry  on  certain  intellec- 
tual processes  in  intervals  of  time  too  short  to  be  estimated  by  our 
faculties ;  a  supposition  which,  so  far  from  being  extravagant,  is  sup- 
ported by  the  analogy  of  many  of  our  most  certain  conclusions  in 
natural  philosophy.  The  discoveries  made  by  the  microscope  have 
laid  open  to  our  senses  a  world  of  wonders,  the  existence  of  which 
hardly  any  man  would  have  admitted  upon  inferior  evidence ;  and 
have  gradually  prepared  the  way  for  those  physical  speculations 
which  explain  some  of  the  most  extraordinary  phenomena  of  nature 
by  means  of  modifications  of  matter  far  too  subtile  for  the  examin- 
ation of  our  organs.  Why,  then,  should  it  be  considered  as  unphil- 
osophical,  after  having  demonstrated  the  existence  of  various  intel- 
lectual processes  which  escape  our  attention  in  consequence  of  their 
rapidity,  to  carry  the  supposition  a  little  farther,  in  order  to  bring 
under  the  known  laws  of  the  human  constitution  a  class  of  mental 
operations  which  must  otherwise  remain  perfectly  inexplicable? 
Surely  our  ideas  of  time  are  merely  relative,  as  well  as  our  ideas  of 
extension ;  nor  is  there  any  good  reason  for  doubting  that,  if  our 
powers  of  attention  and  memory  were  more  perfect  than  they  are, 
so  as  to  give  us  the  same  advantage  in  examining  rapid  events,  which 
the  microscope  gives  for  examining  minute  portions  of  extension, 

32 
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they  would  enlarge  our  views  with  respect  to  the  intellectual  world, 

no  less  than  that  instrument  has  with  respect  to  the  material."1 

This  doctrine  of  Mr.  Stewart,  —  that  our  acts  of  knowledge  are 

made  up  of  an  infinite  number  of  acts  of  atten- 

The  principle  of  stew-      tion,  that  is,  of  various  acts  of  concentrated 

art's  theory  already      consciousness,  there  being  required  a  separate 

shown  to  involve  con-  , 7  .7  .,,        „ 

tradictioni.  ac*  °f  attention  for  every  minimum  possible  of 

knowledge,  —  I  have  already  shown  you,  by 

various  examples,  to  involve  contradictions.    In  the  present  instance, 

its  admission  would  constrain  our  assent  to  the 

But  he«  specially      mogt  mongtrous  conclusions.    Take  the  case  of 

refuted. 

a  person  reading.  Now,  all  of  you  must  have 
experienced,  if  ever  under  the  necessity  of  reading  aloud,  that,  if  the 
matter  be  uninteresting,  your  thoughts,  while  you  are  going  on  in 
the  performance  of  your  task,  are  wholly  abstracted  from  the  book 
and  its  subject,  and  you  are  perhaps  deeply  occupied  in  a  train  of 
serious  meditation.  Here  the  process  of  reading  is  performed  with- 
out interruption,  and  with  the  most  punctual  accuracy ;  and,  at  the 
same  time,  the  process  of  meditation  is  carried  on  without  distrac- 
tion or  fatigue.  Now  this,  on  Mr.  Stewart's  doctrine,  would  seem 
impossible ;  for  what  does  his  theory  suppose  ?  It  supposes  that 
separate  acts  of  concentrated  consciousness  or  attention,  are  bestowed 
on  each  least  movement  in  either  process.  But  be  the  velocity  of 
the  mental  operations  what  it  may,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  how 
transitions  between  such  contrary  operations  could  be  kept  up  for  a 
continuance  without  fatigue  and  distraction,  even  if  we  throw  out 
of  account  the  fact  that  the  acts  of  attention  to  be  effectual  must  be 
simultaneous,  which  on  Mr.  Stewart's  theory  is  not  allowed. 

We  could  easily  give,  examples  of  far  more  complex  operations ; 
but  this,  with  what  has  been  previously  said,  I  deem  sufficient  to 
show,  that  we  must  either  resort  to  the  first  theory,  which,  as  noth- 
ing but  the  assumption  of  an  occult  and  incomprehensible  principle, 
in  fact  explains  nothing,  or  adopt  the  theory  that  there  are  acts  of 
mind  so  rapid  and  minute  as  to  elude  the  ken  of  consciousness. 

I  shall  now  say  something  of  the  history  of  this  opinion.    It  is  a 

curious  fact  that  Locke,  in  the  passage  I  read  to 

History  of  the  doc  a  few  d  attributes  this  opinion  to 

trine  of  unconscious        ■v  J        °   '  .  r 

mental  modifications.      ™e  Cartesians,  and  he  thinks  it  was  employed 
by  them  to  support  their  doctrine  of  the  cease- 
less activity  of  mind.9    In  this,  as  in  many  other  points  of  the  Car- 

l  Elements,  vol.  i.  chap,  ii.;  Works,  vol.  il.  o.  1,  f  18,  19.  The  Cartesian*  are  intended 
p.  137—181.  though  not  expressly  mentioned. — Ed. 

x  Muay  on  Human  Understanding,  book  il. 
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tesian  philosophy,  he  is,  however,  wholly  wrong.  On  the  contrary, 
the  Cartesians  made  consciousness  the  essence  of  thought;1  and 
their  assertion  that  the  mind  always  thinks  is,  in  their  language, 
precisely  tantamount  to  the  assertion  that  the  mind  is  always  con- 
scious. 

But  what  was  not  maintained  by  the  Cartesians,  and  even  in 
opposition  to  their  doctrine,  was  advanced  by 

p^latottTdJlllt  Leibnitz-2  To  tjiis  great  philosopher  belongs 
the  honor  of  having  originated  this  opinion,  and 
of  having  supplied  some  of  the  strongest  alignments  in  its  support. 
He  was,  however,  unfortunate  in  the  terms  which  he  employed  to 
propound  his  doctrine.  The  latent  modifications,  —  the  uncon- 
scious activities  of  mind,  he  denominated  obscure  ideas,  obscure 
representations,  perceptions  without  apperception 

Unfortunate  in  the  .  .  .»7  '    .  T 

term,  he  employed  to  arm  consciousness,  insensible  perceptions,  etc.  In 
designate  it  this  he  violated  the  universal  usage  of  language. 

For  perception,  and  idea,  and  representation,  all 
properly  involve  the  notion  of  consciousness,  —  it  being,  in  fact, 
contradictory  to  speak  of  a  representation  not  really  represented  — 
a  perception  not  really  perceived  —  an  actual  idea  of  whose  pres- 
ence we  are  not  aware. 

The  close  affinity  of  mental  modifications  with  perceptions,  ideas, 

representations,  and  the   consequent  commuta- 

in^L^Ind00^        ti0n  °f  theSe  terDQ8'  h*Ve  been  mdoubtedly  tbe 

ajo.  reasons  why  the  Leibnitzian  doctrine  was  not 

more  generally  adopted,  and  why,  in  France  and 
in  Britain,  succeeding  philosophers  have  almost  admitted  as  a  self- 
evident  truth  that  there  can  be  no  modification  of  mind,  devoid  of 
consciousness.    As  to  any  refutation  of  the  Leibnitzian  doctrine,  I 
Condiiiac  know  of  none.     Condillac  is,  indeed,  the  only 

psychologist  who  can  be  said  to  have  formally 
proposed  the  question.  He,  like  Mr.  Stewart,  attempts  to  explain 
why  it  can  be  supposed  that  the  mind  has  modifications  of  which 
we  are  not  conscious,  by  asserting  that  we  are  in  truth  conscious  of 
the  modification,  but  that  it  is  immediately  forgotten.8  In  Ger- 
many, the  doctrne  of  Leibnitz  was  almost  uni- 
The    doctrine    of      vergally  adopted.    I  am  not  aware  of  a  philoso- 

Leibnita  adopted    in  J  r  .  ,  .     ,         , 

Germany.  pher  of  the   least  note  by  whom  it  has  been 

rejected.    In  France,  it  has,  I  see,  lately  been 

broached  by  M.  de  Cardaillac,4  as  a  theory  of  his  own,  and  this,  lis 

i  Deseartea,  Princvpia,  pt  i.  f  9.—  Ed.  >  Origin*  des  Cotutoiuantes  Humaines,  sect. 

2  Xouvmux  Essais,  U.  7.    Monadologie,  f  41.      U.  c.  1,  $  4— 18.  —Ed. 
Priiu-ipes  de  la  Naiur  side  la  Grace,  f  4.  —  Ed.  4  Etudes  EUnuntaires  de  Philosophic,  t.  ii.  pp. 

188,189. 


252 


METAPHYSICS. 


Lect.  XVm. 


originality,  is  marvellously  admitted  by  authors  like  M.  Damiron,1 
whom  we  might  reasonably  expect  to  have  been 
better  informed.      It  is  hardly  worth  adding 

that  as  the  doctrine  is  not  new,  so  nothing  new  has  been  oontrib* 
uted  to  its  illustration.  To  British  psycholo- 
gists, the  opinion  would  hardly  seem  to  have 

been  known.    By  none,  certainly,  is  it  seriously  considered.9 


De  CardaiUac 


Damiron. 


1  In  the  second  edition  of  Damiron's  Ay- 
tkologie,  vol.  i.  p.  188,  Leibnitz  is  expressly 
cited.  Inthtjirst  edition,  however,  though 
the  doctrine  of  latency  is  stated,  (t  i.  p.  190), 
there  Is  no  reference  to  Leibnitz.  —  Ed. 

8  Qualified  exception;  Kamea's  Essays  on 
the  principles  of  Morality  and  Natural  Religion, 
(8d  edit.),  p.  288,  to  end,  Ess.  iv.,  on  Matter 
and  Spirit.  [With  Karnes  compare  Cams, 
Psychol^,  ii.  p.  186,  (edit  1808).  Tucker, 
Light  of  Nature,  o.  10,  $  4.  Trallea,  De  Im- 
mortalitate  Animm,  p.  89,  et  seq.  On  the  general 
•abject  of  acts  of  mind  beyond  the  sphere  of 
consciousness,  compare  Kant,  Anthropology, 


$  6.  Beinhold,  Tkeorie  de*  MensehUchen  &b- 
emtfnissverrnltgens  und  Metaphysik,  i.  p.  279, 
et  seq.  Fries,  Anthropologie,  i.  p.  77,  (edit. 
1820).  8chulze,  PhUosopAticke  Wwewekaften, 
1.  p.  16, 17.  H.  Sohmid,  Yersuch  einer  Meta- 
physik der  inneren  Natur,  pp.  28,  282  et  seq, 
Damiron,  Court  de  Philosophie,  i.  p.  190,  (edit 
1884),  Haass,  Einbildungskraft,  «  24,  p.  66  et 
seq.,  (edit  1797).  Suher,  Vermischte  Sckriflen, 
i.  pp.  99, 109,  (edit  1806),  Denzlnger,  lnstitu-- 
tiones  Logic*,  §  260,  i.  p.  226,  (edit  1824).  Ben- 
eke,  Lehrbuch  der  Psychologies  $  98  et  seq,,  p.  72, 
(edit.  1888).  Plainer,  PhOosopAiscke  Aphms- 
men,  L  p.  70.  J 


LECTURE   XIX. 


CONSCIOUSNESS,  —  GENERAL   PHENOMENA.  -DIFFICULTIES 
AND   FACILITIES    OF   PSYCHOLOGICAL    STUDY. 


Ik  oto*  last  Lecture  we  were  occupied  with  the  last  and  principal 
part  of  the  question,  Are  there  mental  agencies 
beyond  the  sphere  of  Consciousness? — in  other 
Words,  Are  there  modifications  of  mind  unknown  in  themselves, 
but  the  existence  of  which  we  must  admit,  as  the  necessary  causes 
of  known  effects?    In  dealing  with  this  question,  I  showed,  first 
of  all,  that  there  is  indisputable  evidence  for  the  general  fact,  that 
«ven  extensive  systems  of  knowledge  may,  in  our  ordinary  state, 
lie  latent  in  the  mind,  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness  and  will; 
but  which,  in  certain  extraordinary  states  of  organism,  may  again 
come  forward  into  light,  and  even  engross  the  mind  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  its  everyday  possessions.    The  establishment  of  the  fact, 
that  there  are  in  the  mind  latent  capacities,  latent  riches,  which 
may  occasionally  exert  a  powerful  and  obtrusive  agency,  prepared 
us  for  the  question,  Are  there,  in  ordinary,  latent  modifications  of 
mind — agencies  unknown  themselves  as  pha- 
Ai«  there,  in  ordi-      nomena,  but  secretly  concurring  to  the  produo- 
nary,  lateat  modifier      tion  rf  manifest  effects?    This  problem,  I  en- 

tions  of  mind,  concur-  *  . 

it*g  to  the  production      deavored  to  show  you,  must  be  answered  m  the 
of  mantle*  eft**?  affirmative.    I  took  for  the  medium  of  proof 

various  operations  of  mind,  analyzed  these,  and 
found  as  a  residuum  a  certain  constituent  beyond  the  sphere  of 
consciousness,  and  the  reality  of  which  cannot  be  disallowed,  as 
necessary  for  the  realisation  of  the  allowed  effect.    My  first  exam- 
ples were  taken  from  the  faculty  of  External 
Proof  from  the  f«o>      perception.    I  showed  you,  in  relation  to  all  the 

nltj  of  External  Per-  «  ,  .  ,  . 

action.  senses,  that    there  is  an  ultimate  perceptible 

minimum;  that  is,  that  there  is  no  conscious- 
ness, no  perception  of  the  modification  determined  by  its  object  in 
any  sense,  unless  that  object  determines  in  the  sense  a  certain 
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quantum  of  excitement.  Now,  this  quantum,  though  the  minimum 
that  can  be  consciously  perceived,  is  still  a  whole  composed  even  of 
an  infinity  of  lesser  parts.  Conceiving  it,  however,  only  divided 
into  two,  each  of  these  halves  is  unperceived  —  neither  is  an  object 
of  consciousness ;  the  whole  is  a  percept  made  up  of  the  unperceived 
halves.  The  halves  must,  however,  have  each  produced  its  effect 
towards  the  perception  of  the  whole ;  and,  therefore,  the  smallest 
modification  of  which  consciousness  can  take  account,  necessarily 
supposes,  as  its  constituents,  smaller  modifications,  real,  but  elud- 
ing the  ken  of  consciousness.  Could  we  magnify  the  discerning 
power  of  consciousness,  as  we  can  magnify  the  power  of  vision  by 
the  microscope,  we  might  enable  consciousness  to  extend  its  cog- 
nizance to  modifications  twice,  ten  times,  ten  thousand  times  less, 
than  it  is  now  competent  to  apprehend ;  but  still  there  must  be 
some  limit.  And  as  every  mental  modification  is  a  quantity,  and 
as  no  quantity  can  be  conceived  not  divisible  ad  infinitum,  we  must, 
even  on  this  hypothesis,  allow  (unless  we  assert  that  the  ken  of 
consciousness  is  also  infinite)  that  there  are  modifications  of  mind 
unknown  in  themselves,  but  the  necessary  coefficients  of  known 
results.  On  the  ground  of  perception,  it  is  thus  demonstratively 
proved  that  latent  agencies  —  modifications  of  which  we  are  uncon- 
scious —  must  be  admitted  as  a  groundwork  of  the  Phenomenology 
of  Mind. 
The  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  latent  agencies  being  proved 
in  reference  to  one  faculty,  the  presumption  is 
The  fact  of  the  ex-  established  that  they  exert  an  influence  in  all. 
lfitenoe  of  latent  agen-      ^a  ^jg  presUmption  holds,  even  if;  in  regard 

p^umptil^toe^        to  80mf  0ther8'  We   8h0uld  **  UDable  to  demOD- 

exert  an  influenoe  in      strate,  in  so  direct  and  exclusive  a  manner,  the 

*"•  absolute  necessity  of  their  admission.     This  is 

Aflsociationofideas.      snown  in  regard  to  the  Association  of  Ideas. 

The  laws  of  Associa-  &       .  . 

tion   sometimes   ap-      In  order  to  explain  this,  I  stated  to  you  that  the 
patently  violated.  laws,  which  govern  the  train  or  consecution  of 

thought,  are  sometimes  apparently  violated;  and 
that  philosophers  are  perforce  obliged,  in  order  to  explain  the  seem- 
ing anomaly,  to  interpolate,  hypothetically,  between  the  ostensibly 
suggesting  and  the  ostensibly  suggested  thought,  certain  connect- 
ing links  of  which  we  have  no  knowledge.  Now,  the  necessity  of 
such  interpolation  being  admitted,  as  admitted  it  must  be,  the 
question  arises,  How  have  these  connecting  thoughts,  the  reality 
of  which  is  supposed,  escaped  our  cognizance  ?  In  explanation  of 
this,  there  can  possibly  be  only  two  theories.  It  may  be  said,  in 
the  first  place,  that  these  intermediate  ideas  did  rise  into  conscious- 
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ness,  operated  their  suggestion,  and  were  then  instantaneously  for- 
gotten. It  may  be  said,  in  the  second  place,  that  these  interme- 
diate ideas  never  did  rise  into  consciousness,  but,  remaining  latent 
themselves,  still  served  to  awaken  into  consciousness  the  thought, 
and  thus  explain  its  suggestion. 

The  former  of  these  theories,  which  is  the  only  one  whose  possi- 
bility is  contemplated  in  this  country,  I  endeavored  to  show  you 
ought  not  to  be  admitted,  being  obnoxious  to  the  most  insur- 
mountable objections.  It  violates  the  whole  analogy  of  conscious- 
ness; and  must  at  last  found  upon  a  reason  which  would  identify 
it  with  the  second  theory.  At  the  same  time  it  violates  the  law 
of  philosophizing,  called  the  law  of  Parcimony,  which  prescribes 
that  a  greater  number  of  causes  are  not  to  be  assumed  than  are 
necessary  to  explain  the  phenomena.  Now,  in  the  present  case, 
if  the  existence  of  unconscious  modifications, — 
The  anomaly  solved      0f  iatent  agencies,  be  demonstratively  proved 

by  the  doctrine  of  la-        ,         ,  ,  -  .  ,.   f     , 

tent  agencies.  "7  tne  phenomena  of  perception,  which  they 

alone  are  competent  to  explain,  why  postulate 
a  second  unknown  cause  to  account  for  the  phenomena  of  asso- 
ciation, when  these  can  be  better  explained  by  the  one  cause,  which 
the  phenomena  of  perception  compel  us  to  admit? 

The  fact  of  latent  agencies  being  once  established,  and  shown  to 
be  applicable,  as  a  principle  of  psychological  solution,  I  showed 
you,  by  other  examples,  that  it  enables  us  to  account,  in  an  easy 
and  satisfactory  manner,  for  some  of  the  most  perplexing  phe- 
nomena of  mind.  In  particular,  I  did  this  by 
The  same  principle  reference  to  our  Acquired  Dexterities  and  Hab- 
expiaJni  the    opera-      jte.    jn  these  the    consecution  of  the  various 

Hods  of  our  Acquired  .  .  L  .  .  ,      ,      .    . .   .        „  , 

Dexterities  and  Hab-  operations  is  extremely  rapid ;  but  it  is  allowed 
its.  on  all  hands,  that,  though  we  are  conscious  of 

the  series  of  operations, — that  is,  of  the  mental 
state  which  they  conjunctly  constitute, —  of  the  several  operations 
themselves  as  acts  of  volition  we  are  wholly  incognizant.  Now, 
this  mcognizance  may  be  explained,  as  I  stated  to  you,  on  three 
possible  hypotheses.  In  the  first  place,  we  may  say  that  the  whole 
pracess  is  effected  without  either  volition,  or  even  any  action  of 
the  thinking  principle,  it  being  merely  automatic  or  mechanical. 
The  incognizance  to  be  explained  is  thus  involved  in  this  hypothe- 
sis. In  the  second  place,  it  may  be  said  that  each  individual  act 
of  which  the  process  is  made  up,  is  not  only  an  act  of  mental 
agency,  but  a  conscious  act  of  volition ;  but  that,  there  being  no 
memory  of  these  acts,  they,  consequently,  are  unknown  to  us  when 
past.    In  the  third  place,  it  may  be  said  that  each  individual  act 


256  METAPHYSICS.  LECT.  ^TY 

of  the  process  is  an  act  of  mental  agency,  but  not  of  consciousness 

and  separate  volition.     The  reason  of  incog- 

The  mechanical  the-      n^^ce  jg  thus  apparent.    The  first  opinion  is 

unphilosophical,  because,  in  the  first  place,  it 

assumes  an  occult,  an  incomprehensible  principle,  to  enable  us  to 

comprehend  the  effect.    In  the  second  place,  admitting  the  agency 

of  the  mind  in  accomplishing  the  series  of  movements  before  the 

habit  or  dexterity  is  formed,  it  afterwards  takes  it  oat  of  the  hands 

of  the  mind,  in  order  to  bestow  it  upon  another  agent.     This 

hypothesis  thus  violates  the  two  great  laws  of  philosophizing, — 

to  assume  no  occult  principle  without  necessity,  —  to  assume  no 

second  principle  without  necessity.    This  doctrine  was  held  by 

Reid,  Hartley,  and  others. 

The  second  hypothesis  which  Mr.  Stewart  adopts,  is  at  once 

complex  and  contradictory.    It  supposes  a  con- 

The  theoiy  of  Con-      sciousnes8  m&  no  memory.    In  the  first  place, 

flclouaneai        without        ......  .         -■  «      •     ,         . 

Memory  in  this  it  is  altogether  hypothetical,  —  it  cannot 

advance  a  shadow  of  proof  in  support  of  the 

fact  which  it  assumes,  that  an  act  of  consciousness  does  or  can  take 

place  without  any,  the  least,  continuance  in  memory.     In  the 

second  place,  this  assumption  is  disproved  by  the  whole  analogy 

of  our  intellectual  nature.    It  is  a  law  of  mind, 

ConBoioumen  and      ^  the  inten8ity  0f  tne  present  consciousness 

Memory  in  the  direct         _  .  ...  t,    ,       - 

ratio  of  each  other.  determines  the  vivacity  of  the  future  memory. 
Memory  and  consciousness  are  thus  in  the  direct 
ratio  of  each  other.  On  the  one  hand,  looking  from  cause  to  effect, 
—  vivid  consciousness,  long  memory;  faint  consciousness,  short 
memory ;  no  consciousness,  no  memory :  and,  on  the  other,  looking 
from  effect  to  cause,  —  long  memory,  vivid  consciousness;  short 
memory,  faint  consciousness  ;  no  memory,  no  consciousness.  Thus, 
the  hypothesis  which  postulates  consciousness  without  memory, 
violates  the  fundamental  lawjs  of  our  intellectual  being.  But,  in 
the  third  place,  this  hypothesis  is  not  only  a  psychological  sole- 
cism,—  it  is,  likewise,  a  psychological  pleonasm;  it  is  at  once  ille- 
gitimate and  superfluous.  As  we  must  admit,  from  the  analogy  of 
perception,  that  efficient  modifications  may  exist  without  any  con- 
sciousness of  their  existence,  and  as  this  admission  affords  a  sola-* 
tion  of  the  present  problem,  the  hypothesis  in  question  here  again 
violates  the  law  of  parcimony,  by  assuming  without  necessity  a 
plurality  of  principles  to  account  for  what  one  more  easily  suffices. 
The  third  hypothesis,  then, — that  which  employs  the  single  prin- 
ciple of  latent  agencies  to  account  for  so  numerous  a  class  of 
mental  phenomena,  —  how  does  it  explain  the  phenomenon  under 
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consideration  ?    Nothing  can  be  more  simple  and  analogical  than 
its  solution.    As,  to  take  an  example  from  vis- 
The  theory  of  laten-      ion,  —  in  the  external  perception  of  a  station- 
er shown  to  explain  object,  a  certain  space,  an  expanse  of  sur- 

the  phenomena  into-        -  .  ,  .    .  .,, 

eordanoe  with  anal-      i*06*  w  necessary  to  the  minimum  visibile ;  in 
ogy.  other  words,  an  object  of  sight  cannot  come  into 

consciousness  unless  it  be  of  i.  certain  size ;  in 
like  manner,  in  the  internal  perception  of  a  series  of  mental  opera- 
lions,  a  certain  time,  a  certain  duration,  is  necessary  for  the  smallest 
section  of  continuous  energy  to  which  consciousness  is  competent. 
Some  minimum  of  time  must  be  admitted  as  the  condition  of  con- 
sciousness ;  and  as  time  is  divisible  ad  infinitum,  whatever  mini- 
mum be  taken,  there  must  be  admitted  to  be,  beyond  the  cognizance 
of  consciousness,  intervals  of  time,  in  which,  if  mental  agencies  be 
performed,  these  will  be  latent  to  consciousness.  If  we  suppose 
that  the  minimum  of  time  to  which  consciousness  can  descend,  be 
an  interval  called  six,  and  that  six  different  movements  be  per- 
formed in  this  interval,  these,  it  is  evident,  will  appear  to  conscious- 
ness as  a  simple  indivisible  point  of  modified  time ;  precisely  as 
the  minimum  visibile  appears  as  an  indivisible  point  of  modified 
space.  And,  as  in  the  extended  parts  of  the  minimum  visibile, 
each  must  determine  a  certain  modification  on  the  percipient  sub- 
ject, seeing  that  the  effect  of  the  whole  is  only  the  conjoined  effeot 
of  its  parts,  in  like  manner,  the  protended  parts  of  each  conscious 
instant, — of  each  distinguishable  minimum  of  time, —  though  them- 
selves beyond  the  ken  of  consciousness,  must  contribute  to  give  the 
character  to  the  whole  mental  state  which  that  instant,  that  mini- 
mum, comprises.  This  being  understood,  it  is  easy  to  see  how  we 
lose  the  consciousness  of  the  several  acts,  in  the  rapid  succession 
of  many  of  our  habits  and  dexterities.  At  first,  and  before  the 
habit  is  acquired,  every  act  is  slow,  and  we  are  conscious  of  the 
effort  of  deliberation,  choice,  and  volition ;  by  degrees  the  mind 
proceeds  with  less  vacillation  and  uncertainty;  at  length  the  acfc 
become  secure  and  precise :  in  proportion  as  this  takes  place,  the 
velocity  of  the  procedure  is  increased,  and  as  this  acceleration  rises, 
the  individual  acts  drop  one  by  one  from  consciousness,  as  we  lose 
the  leaves  in  retiring  further  and  further  from  the  tree ;  and,  at  last, 
we  are  only  aware  of  the  general  state  which  results  from  these 
unconscious  operations,  as  we  can  at  last  only  perceive  the  green- 
ness which  results  from  the  unperceived  leaves. 

I  have  thus  endeavored  to  recapitulate  and  vary  the  illustration 
of  this  important  principle.  At  present,  I  can  only  attempt  to 
offer  you  such  evidence  of  the  fact  as  lies  close  to  the  surface. 

33 
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When  we  come  to  the  discussion  of  the  special  faculties,  you  will 
find  that  this  principle  affords  an  explanation  of  many  interesting 
phenomena,  and  from  them  receives  confirmation  in  return. 

Before  terminating  the  consideration  of  the  general  phenomena 

of  consciousness,  there  are  Three  Principal  Facts 

Th»e    Principal*     which  it  would  be  improper  altogether  to  pass 

Facte  to  be  noticed  in      over  ^ft^  notiCe,  but  the  full  discussion  of 

connection   with    the  . 

general  phenomena  which  I  reserve  for  that  part  of  the  course 
«f  oonedonsneeB.  which  is  conversant  with  Metaphysics  Proper, 

and  when  we  come  to  establish  upon  their 
foundation  our  conclusions  in  regard  to  the  Immateriality  and 
Immortality  of  Mind ;  —  I  mean  the  fact-  of  our  Mental  Existence 
or  Substantiality,  the  feet  of  our  Mental  Unity  or  Individuality, 
and  the  feet  of  our  Mental  Identity  or  Personality.  In  regard  to 
these  three  facts,  I  shall,  at  present,  only  attempt  to  give  you  a 
very  summary  view  of  what  place  they  naturally  occupy  in  our 
psychological  system. 

The  first  of  these — the  fact  of  our  own  Existence— I  have 

already  incidentally  touched  on,  in  giving  you 

1     Bui  f [V^ixtmorL- 

a  view  of  the  various  possible  modes  in  which 
the  fact  of  the  Duality  of  Consciousness  may  be  conditionally 
accepted. 

The  various  modifications  of  which  the  thinking  subject,  Ego, 
is  conscious,  are  accompanied  with  the  feeling,  or  intuition,  or 
belief — or  by  whatever  name  the  conviction  may  be  called, — that 
I,  the  thinking  subject,  exist.  This  feeling  has  been  called  by  phi- 
losophers the  apperception  or  consciousness  of  our  own  existence ; 
but,  as  it  is  a  simple  and  ultimate  fact  of  consciousness,  though  it 
be  clearly  given,  it  cannot  be  defined  or  described.  And  for  the 
same  reason  that  it  cannot  be  defined,  it  cannot  be  deduced  or 

demonstrated ;  and  the  apparent  enthymeme  of 
•  Deacartes'    Cogito      Descartes, — Cogito  ergo  sum, — if  really  intended 

for  an  inference, — if  really  intended  to  be  more 
than  a  simple  enunciation  of  the  proposition,  that  the  fact  of  our 
existence  is  given  in  the  feet  of  our  consciousness,  is  either  tauto- 
logical, or  false.  Tautological,  because  nothing  is  contained  in  the 
conclusion  which  was  not  explicitly  given  in  the  premise,  —  the 
premise,  Cogito,  I  think,  being  only  a  grammatical  equation  of  Ego 
sum  cogitans,  I  am  or  exist,  thinking.  False,  inasmuch  as  there 
would,  in  the  first  place,  be  postulated  the  reality  of  thought  as  a 
quality  or  modification,  and  then,  from  the  fact  of  this  modification, 
inferred  the  feet  of  existence,  and  of  the  existence  of  a  subject; 
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whereas  it  is  self-evident,  that  in  the  very  possibility  of  a  quality 
or  modification,  is  supposed  the  reality  of  existence,  and  of  an 
existing  subject.  Philosophers,  in  general,  among  whom  may  be 
particularly  mentioned  Locke  and  Leibnitz,  have  accordingly  found 
the  evidence  in  a  clear  and  immediate  belief  in  the  simple  datum 
of  consciousness ;  and  that  this  was  likewise  the  opinion  of  Des- 
cartes himself  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  show.1 

The  second  fact — our  Mental  Unity  or  Individuality  —  is  given 
with  equal  evidence  as  the  first    As  clearly  as 

2.  Mental  Unity.  T  ^        .  -  .  J 

I  am  conscious  of  existing,  so  clearly  am  I  con- 
scious at  every  moment  of  my  existence,  (and  never  more  so  than 
when  the  most  heterogeneous  mental  modifications  are  in  a  state 
of  rapid  succession,)  that  the  conscious  Ego  is  not  itself  a  mere 
modification,  nor  a  series  of  modifications  of  any  other  subject, 
but  that  it  is  itself  something  different  from  all  its  modifications, 
and  a  self-subsistent  entity.     This  feeling,  belief,  datum,  or  fact  of 

our  mental  individuality  or  unity,  is  not  more 
The  truth  of  the  t«-      capable  of  explanation  than  the  feeling  or  fact 

tlmony  of  conscious-  -,  .   ,  i_-   i_     »A    •    j      j       1 

nea  to  our  mental      of  our  existence>  which  it  indeed  always  in- 
anity, doubted.  volves.     The  fact  of  the  deliverance  of  con- 
sciousness to  our  mental  unity  has,  of  course, 
never  been  doubted;  but  philosophers  have  been  found  to  doubt 
its  truth.     According  to  Hume,2  our  thinking 
Ego  is  nothing  but  a  bundle  of  individual  im- 
pressions and  ideas,  out  of  whose  union  in  the  imagination,  the 
notion  of  a  whole,  as  of  a  subject  Of  that  which  is  felt  and  thought, 
is  formed.    According  to  Kant,8  it  cannot  be 

Kant  ,       ,  .<iii  . 

properly  determined  whether  we  exist  as  sub- 
stance or  as  accident,  because  the  datum  of  individuality  is  a  con- 
dition of  the  possibility  of  our  having  thoughts  and  feelings ;  in 
other  words,  of  the  possibility  of  consciousness;  and,  therefore, 
although  consciousness  gives  —  cannot  but  give  —  the  phenomenon 
of  individuality,  it  does  not  follow  that  this  phenomenon  may  not 
be  only  a  necessary  illusion.  An  articulate  refutation  of  these 
opinions  I  cannot  attempt  at  present,  but  their  refutation  is,  in  fact, 
involved  in  their  statement.  In  regard  to  Hume,  his  skeptical  con- 
clusion is  only  an  inference  from  the  premises  of  the  dogmatical 
philosophers,  who  founded  their  systems  on  a  violation  or  distortion 

l  That  Descartes  did  not  intend  to  prove  the  ments  PhQosophiq*ts>  and  in  vol.  i.  p.  27  of  the 

fact  of  existence  from  that  of  thought,  hut  to  collected  edition  of  his  works.  —  Ed. 

state  that  personal  existence  consists  in  con-  s  Treatise  of  Human  Nature,  part  iv.  sect,  v., 

sciousness,  is  shown  in  M.  Cousin's  Disser-  yi.— Ed. 

tat  ion,   Sur  U  vrai  sens  du  cogito  ergo  sum/  8  Entile  der  reinen  Vernwnfly  Trans.  Dial.  b. 

printed  hi  the  earlier  editions  of  the  Frag-  H.  c.  1.  — Ed. 
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iof  the  facts  of  consciousness.  His  conclusion  is,  therefore,  refuted 
in  the  refutation  of  their  premises,  which  is  accomplished  in  the 
simple  exposition  that  they  at  once  found  on,  and  deny,  the  veracity 
of  consciousness.  And  by  this  objection  the  doctrine  of  Kant  is 
overset.  For  if  he  attempts  to  philosophize,  he  must  assert  thfc 
possibility  of  philosophy.  But  the  possibility  of  philosophy  sup- 
poses the  veracity  of  consciousness  as  to  the  contents  of  its  testi- 
mony; therefore,  in  disputing  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to 
our  mental  unity  and  substantiality,  Rant  disputes  the  possibility 
of  philosophy,  and,  consequently,  reduces  his  own  attempts  at 
philosophizing  to  absurdity. 

The  third  datum  under  consideration  is  the  Identity  of  Hind  or 
Person.    This  consists  in  the  assurance  we  have, 

8.  Mental  Identity.  -  _  .  .    ,  .         _  ^ 

from  consciousness,  that  our  thinking  Ego,  not- 
withstanding the  ceaseless  changes  of  state  or  modification,  of 
which  it  is  the  subject,  is  essentially  the  same  thing,  —  the  same 
person,  at  every  period  of  its  existence.  On  this  subject,  laying 
out  of  account  certain  subordinate  differences  on  the  mode  of 
stating  the  fact,  philosophers,  in  general,  are  agreed.  Locke,1  in 
the  Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding;  Leibnitz,*  in  the  Nvit- 
veauz  Essais;  Butler,8  and  Reid,4  are  particularly  worthy  of  atten- 
tion. In  regard  to  this  deliverance  of  consciousness,  the  truth  of 
which  is  of  vital  importance,  affording,  as  it  does,  the  basis  of 
moral  responsibility  and  hope  of  immortality,  —  it  is,  like  the  last, 
denied  by  Kant  to  afford  a  valid  ground  of  scientific  certainty.  He 
maintains  that  there  is  no  cogent  proof  of  the  substantial  perma- 
nence of  our  thinking  self,  because  the  feeling  of  identity  is  only 
the  condition  under  which  thought  is  possible.  Kant's  doubt  in 
regard  to  the  present  fact  is  refuted  in  the  same  manner  as  his 
doubt  in  regard  to  the  preceding,  and  there  are  also  a  number  of 
Special  grounds  on  which  it  can  be  shown  to  be  untenable.  But 
of  these  at  another  time. 

We  have  now  terminated  the  consideration  of  Consciousness  as 
the  general  faculty  of  thought,  and  as  the  only 
The  peculiar  diffl-       instrument  and  only  source  of  Philosophy.     But 
of       ohoiofekai  in-      before  proceeding  to  treat  of  the   Special   Fac- 
Tertigation.  ulties,  it  may  be  proper  here  to  premise  some 

observations  in  relation  to  the  peculiar  Difficul- 
ties and  peculiar  Facilities  which  we  may  expect  in  the  applica- 

1  Book  11.  c.  27,  especially  $  9  ct  uq.  —  Ed.  *  Analogy,  Din.  i.    Of  Personal  Identity. 

Ed. 
a  Liv.  11.  o.  27.  —Ed.  4  bu  Bowers,  Essay  111  cc  It.  vi. — E». 
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tion  of  consciousness  to  the  study  of  its  own  phenomena.    I  shall 
first  speak  of  the  difficulties. 

The  first  difficulty  in  psychological  observation  arises  from  this, 
that  the  conscious  mind  is  at  once  the  observing 

I.  Difficulties.  _  ,  ° 

subject  and  the  object  observed.  What  are 
the  consequences  of  this  ?  In  the  first  place,  the  mental  energy, 
instead  of  being  concentrated,  is  divided,  and    divided  in  two 

divergent  directions.  The  state  of  mind  ob- 
1.  The  consciow      served,  and    the   act    of  mind    observing,  are 

mind  at  onoe  the  oh*  ,      ,,  .  ..  ,      .       , 

•erviB*  aufaject  and      mutually  in   an   inverse   ratio;   each  tends  to 

the  object  observed.  annihilate  the  other.  Is  the  state  to  be  observed 
intense,  all  reflex  observation  is  rendered  impos- 
sible ;  the  mind  cannot  view  as  a  spectator ;  it  is  wholly  occupied 
as  an  agent  or  patient.  On  the  other  hand,  exactly  in  proportion 
as  the  mind  concentrates  its  force  in  the  act  of  reflective  observa- 
tion, in  the  same  proportion  must  the  direct  phenomenon  lose  in 
vivacity,  and,  consequently,  in  the  precision  and  individuality  of 
its  character.  This  difficulty  is  manifestly  insuperable  in  those 
states  of  mind,  which,  of  their  very  nature,  as  suppressing  con- 
sciousness, exclude  all  contemporaneous  and  voluntary  observation, 
as  in  sleep  and  fainting.  In  states  like  dreaming,  which  allow  at 
least  of  a  mediate,  but,  therefore,  only  of  an  imperfect  observation, 
through  recollection,  it  is  not  altogether  exclusive.  In  all  states 
of  strong  mental  emotion,  the  passion  is  itself,  to  a  certain  extent, 
a  negation  of  the  tranquillity  requisite  for  observation,  so  that  we 
are  thus  impaled  on  the  awkward  dilemma,  —  either  we  possess  the 
necessary  tranquillity  for  observation,  with  little  or  nothing  to 
observe,  or  there  is  something  to  observe,  but  we  have  not  the 
necessary  tranquillity  for  observation.  All  this  is  completely  oppo- 
site in  our  observation  of  the  external  world.  There  the  objects 
lie  always  ready  for  our  inspection ;  and  we  have  only  to  open  our 
eyes  and  guard  ourselves  from  the  use  of  hypotheses  and  green 
spectacles,  to  carry  our  observations  to  an  easy  and  successful 
termination.1 
In  the  second  place,  in  the  study  of  external  nature,  several 
observers  may  associate  themselves  in  the  pur- 
e<*  Wtion°f  *mtaMl  s^;  and  it  w  weU  known  how  cooperation 
and  mutual  sympathy  preclude  tedium  and  lan- 
guor, and  brace  up  the  faculties  to  their  highest  vigor.  Hence  the 
old  proverb,  unus  homo,  melius  homo.  "As  iron,"  says  Solomon, 
"sharpeneth  iron,  so  a  man  sharpeneth  the  understanding  of  his 

1  [C£  Biunde»  Versuck  eintr  systematiseken  Behandlung  der  empirischen  Psychologies  i.  p.  65.] 
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friend."1  "In  my  opinion,"  says- Plato,8  wit  is  well  expressed  by 
Homer, 

'  By  mutual  confidence  and  mutual  aid, 
Great  deeds  are  done,  and  great  discoveries  made; 

for  if  we  labor  in  company,  we  are  always  more  prompt  and  capa- 
ble for  the  investigation  of  any  hidden  matter.  But  if  a  man 
works  out  anything  by  solitary  meditation,  he  forthwith  goes 
about  to  find  some  one  with  whom  he  may  commune,  nor  does  he 
think  his  discovery  assured  until  confirmed  by  the  acquiescence  of 
others."  Aristotle,8  in  like  manner,  referring  to  the  same  passage 
of  Homer,  gives  the  same  solution.  "Social  operation,"  he  says, 
"renders  us  more  energetic  both  in  thought  and  action;"  a  senti- 
ment which  is  beautifully  illustrated  by  Ovid,4 

"Scilicet  ingeniis  aliqua  est  concordia  junctis, 

Et  servat  studii  foedera  quisque  sui. 
TTtque  meis  numeris  tua  dat  facundia  nervos, 
Sic  venit  a  nobis  in  tua  verba  nitor." 

Of  this  advantage  the  student  of  Mind  is  in  a  great  measure  deprived. 
He  who  would  study*  the  internal  world  must  isolate  himself  in  the 
solitude  of  his  own  thought;  and  for  man,  who,  as  Aristotle 
observes,*  is  more  social  by  nature  than  any  bee  or  ant,  this  isolation 
is  not  only  painful  in  itself  but,  in  place  of  strengthening  his  powers, 
tends  to  rob  them  of  what  maintains  their  vigor,  and  stimulates  their 
exertion. 

In  the  third  place,  "In  the  study  of  the  material  universe,  it  is 

not  necessary  that  each  observer  should  himself 

8.  No  fact  of  con-      make  ey       observation.    The  phenomena  are 

Boiotunen  can  be  ac-  , 

ceptedatMcond-haDd.  here  BO  palpable  and  so  easily  described,  that  the 
experience  of  one  observer  suffices  to  make  the 
facts  which  he  has  witnessed  intelligible  and  credible  to  all.  In 
point  of  fact,  our  knowledge  of  the  external  world  is  taken  chiefly 
upon  trust.  The  phenomena  of  the  internal  world,  on  the  contrary, 
are  not  thus  capable  of  being  described ;  all  that  the  first  observer 
can  do  is  to  lead  others  to  repeat  his  experience :  in  the  science  of 
mind,  we  can  believe  nothing  itpon  authority,  take  nothing  upon 
trust.  In  the  physical  sciences,  a  fact  viewed  in  different  aspects 
and  in  different  circumstances,  by  one. or  more  observers  of  acknowl- 

1  Proverbs,  xacyii.  17.    The  authorized  Ter-        8  Eth.  JVte.,  riii.  1.    Cf.  tWrf.,  Jx.  9.  —  Ed 
■ion  is  eovntenanet.  —  Ed.  4  Epist  ex  Ponto,  ii.  5,  69, 69.  —  Ed. 

8  Protagoras,  p.  848.  —  Ed.  5  PolU.  i.  2. —Ed. 
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edged  sagacity  and  good  faith,  is  not  only  comprehended  as  clearly 
by  those  who  have  not  seen  it  for  themselves,  but  is  also  admitted 
without  hesitation,  independently  of  all  personal  verification. 
Instruction  thus  suffices  to  make  it  understood,  and  the  authority  of 
the  testimony  carries  with  it  a  certainty  which  almost  precludes  the 
possibility  of  doubt. 

M  But  this  is  not  the  case  in  the  philosophy  of  mind.  On  the  con- 
trary, we  can  here  neither  understand  nor  believe  at  second  hand. 
Testimony  can  impose  nothing  on  its  own  authority ;  and  instruction 
is  only  instruction  when  it  enables  us  to  teach  ourselves.  A  fact  of 
consciousness,  however  well  observed,  however  clearly  expressed, 
and  however  great  may  be  our  confidence  in  its  observer,  is  for  us  as 
nothing,  until,  by  an  experience  of  our  own,  we  have  observed  and 
recognized  it  ourselves.  Till  this  be  done  we  cannot  comprehend 
what  it  means,  far  less  admit  it  to  be  true.  Hence  it  follows  that,  in 
philosophy  proper,  instruction  is  limited  to  an  indication  of  the 
position  in  which  the  pupil  ought  to  place  himself  in  order  by  his 
own  observation  to  verify  for  himself  the  facts  which  his  instructor 
pronounces  true."1 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  phenomena  of  consciousness  are  not 
arrested  during  observation, — they  are  in  a  ceaseless  and  rapid 
flow ;  each  state  of  mind  is  indivisible,  but  for  a  moment,  and  there 
are  not  two  states  or  two  moments  of  whose  precise  identity  we 

can  be  assured.  Thus,  before  we  can  observe  a 
tJ^J^T^k  £  modification,  it  is  already  altered ;  nay,  the  very 
meted  daring  dbwrr*  intention  of  observing  it,  suffices  for  the  change, 
tion,  but  only  to  be  It  hence  results  that  the  phenomena  can  only  be 
studied  through  mem-      studied  through  its  reminiscence ;  but  memory 

reproduces  it  often  very  imperfectly,  and  always' 
in  lower  vivacity  and  precision.    The  objects  of  the  external  world, 
on  the  other  hand,  remain  either  unaltered  during  our  observation, 
or  can  be  renewed  without  change ;  and  we  can  leave  off  at  will  and 
recommence  our  investigation  without  detriment  to  its  result.8 
In  the  fifth  place,  "The  phenomena  of  the  mental  world  are  not,  like 

those  of  the  material,  placed  by  the  side  of  each 

ttooe^nted  M7  *      otber  in  sPace-    They  want  ****  form  b^  whicb 
external  objects  attract  and  fetter  our  attention ; 

they  appear  only  in  rows  on  the  thread  of  time,  occupying  their 
fleeting  moment,  and  then  vanishing  into  oblivion ;  whereas,  exter- 
nal objects  stand  before  us  steadfast,  and  distinct,  and  simultaneous, 
in  all  the  life  and  emphasis  of  extension,  figure,  and  color."  * 

1  Cardaillac,  Etudes  dt  Philosophic,  I  p.  6.  dalllao,  Eludes  de  Pkilos.,  i.  8, 4.]       3  Bhwde, 

S  [Ancillon,  Noun.  MOangu,  ii.  102.   Car-      PsyeAologu,  yoL  i.  p.  56.] 
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In  the  sixth  place,  the  perceptions  of  the  different  qualities  of 

external  objects  are  decisively  discriminated  by 

«.  Naturally  blend      different  corporeal  organs,  so  that  color,  sound, 

with  each  other,  and        solidity  ^^  flavor   are   in  the  8enSation8  them- 
are  presented  in  com-  ..         J  ,        ,  .  _  ._  ... 

piexity.  selves,  contrasted,  without  the  possibility  of  con- 

fusion. In  an  individual  sense,  on  the  contrary, 
it  is  not  always  easy  to  draw  the  line  of  separation  between  its  per- 
ceptions, as  these  are  continually  running  into  each  other.  Thus 
red  and  yellow  are,  in  their  extreme  points,  easily  distinguished,  but 
the  transition  point  from  one  to  the  other  is  not  precisely  deter- 
mined. Now,  in  our  internal  observation,  the  mental  phenomena 
cannot  be  discriminated  like  the  perceptions  of  one  sense  from  the 
perceptions  of  another,  but  only  like  the  perceptions  of  the  same. 
Thus  the  phenomenon  of  feeling,  —  of  pleasure  or  pain,  and  the 
phenomenon  of  desire,  are,  when  considered  in  their  remoter  diver- 
gent aspects,  manifestly  marked  out  and  contradistinguished  as 
different  original  modifications;  whereas,  when  viewed  on  their 
approximating  Bide,  they  are  seen  to  slide  so  insensibly  into  each 
other,  that  it  becomes  impossible  to  draw  between  them  any  accurate 
line  of  demarcation.  Thus  the  various  qualities  of  our  internal  life 
can  be  alone  discriminated  by  a  mental  process  called  Abstraction ; 
and  abstraction  is  exposed  to  many  liabilities  of  error.  Nay,  the 
various  mental  operations  do  not  present  themselves  distinct  and 
separate ;  they  are  all  bound  up  in  the  same  unity  of  action,  and  as 
they  are  only  possible  through  each  other,  they  cannot,  even  in 
thought,  be  dealt  with  as  isolated  and  apart.  In  the  perception 
of  an  external  object,  the  qualities  are,  indeed,  likewise  presented 
by  the  different  senses  in  connection,  as,  for  example,  vinegar  is  at 
once  seen  as  yellow,  felt  as  liquid,  tasted  as  sour,  and  so  on  ;  never- 
theless, the  qualities  easily  allow  themselves  in  abstraction  to  be 
viewed  as  really  separable,  because  they  are  all  the  properties  of  an 
extended  and  divisible  body ;  whereas  in  the  mind,  thoughts,  feel- 
ings, desires,  do  not  stand  separate,  though  in  juxtaposition,  but 
every  mental  act  contains  at  once  all  these  qualities,  as  the  constit- 
uents of  its  indivisible  simplicity. 

In  the  seventh  place,  the  act  of  reflection  on  our  internal  modifi- 
cations is  not  accompanied  with  that  frequent  and  varied  sentiment 
of  pleasure,  which  we  experience  from  the  impression  of  external 
things.  Self-observation  costs  us  a  greater  effort,  and  has  less  ex- 
citement than  the  contemplation  of  the  material  world ;  and  the 
higher  and  more  refined  gratification  which  it  supplies  when  its 
habit  has  been  once  formed,  cannot  be  conceived  by  those  who 
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hare  not  as  jet  been  trained  to  its  enjoyment.1    "The  first  part 

of  our  life  is  fled  before  we  possess  the  capacity 

7-  The  act  of  reflec      0f  reflective  observation ;  while  the  impressions 

tion  not  accompanied  ,.  ,       /,  ,.  .    «  « 

with  the  frequent  and        whlch*   fr°m  earlie8fc    lnfancV>  we  receiVe.  from 

Tftrted  sentiment  of  material  objects,  the  wants  of  our  animal  nature, 
pieamre,  wWoh  we  and  the  prior  development  of  our  external  senses, 
experience  from  the      aU  Qmtt^}Ute  to  concentrate,  even  from  the  first 

impression  of  external  ,«,.«  .  i  i -■        •  i 

{hlng8  breath  of  life,  our  attention  on  the  world  with- 

out. The  second  passes  without  our  caring  to 
observe  ourselves.  The  outer  life  is  too  agreeable  to  allow  the 
soul  to  tear  itself  from  its  gratifications,  and  return  frequently  upon 
itself.  And  at  the  period  when  the  material  world  has  at  length 
palled  upon  the  senses,  when  the  taste  and  the  desire  of  reflection 
gradually  become  predominant,  we  then  find  ourselves,  in  a  certain 
sort,  already  made  up,  and  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  resume  our  life 
from  its  commencement,  and  to  discover  how  we  have  become  what 
we  now  are."  *  tt  Hitherto  external  objects  have  exclusively  riveted 
our  attention ;  our  organs  have  acquired  the  flexibility  requisite  for 
this  peculiar  kind  of  observation ;  we  have  learned  the  method, 
acquired  the  habit,  and  feel  the  pleasure  which  results  from  perform- 
ing what  we  perform  with  ease.  But  let  us  recoil  upon  ourselves ; 
the  scene  changes ;  the  charm  is  gone ;  difficulties  accumulate ;  all 
that  is  done  is  done  irksomely  and  with  effort ;  in  a  word,  every- 
thing within  repels,  everything  without  attracts ;  we  reach  the  age 
of  manhood  without  being  taught  another  lesson  than  reading  what 
takes  place  without  and  around  us,  whilst  we  possess  neither  the 
habit  nor  the  method  of -studying  the  volume  of  our  own  thoughts."8 
u  For  a  long  time,  we  are  too  absorbed  in  life  to  be  able  to  detach 
ourselves  from  it  in  thought ;  and  when  the  desires  and  the  feelings 
are  at  length  weakened  or  tranquillized,  —  when  we  are  at  length 
restored  to  ourselves,  we  can  no  longer  judge  of  the  preceding 
state,  because  we  can  no  longer  reproduce  or  replace  it.  Thus  it  is 
that  our  life,  in  a  philosophical  sense,  runs  like  water  through  our 
fingers.  We  are  carried  along  lost,  whelmed  in  our  life;  we  live, 
but  rarely  see  ourselves  to  live. 

"  The  reflective  Ego,  which  distinguishes  self  from  its  transitory 
modifications,  and  which  separates  the  spectator  from  the  spectacle 
of  life,  which  it  is  continually  representing  to  itself,  is  never  devel- 
oped in  the  majority  of  mankind  at  all,  and  even  in  the  thoughtful 


1  [Blonde,  Psychology,  vol.  1.  p.  66. J  8  [Ancillon,  Nmn.  IWangu,  t  ii.  p.  103. J 

S  [Cvdaillfto,  EtwU*  *  Pfuioiophu,  t.  i.  p.  8.] 
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and  reflective  few,  it  is  formed  only  at  a  mature  period,  and  is  even 
then  only  in  activity  by  starts  and  at  intervals." l 

But  Philosophy  has  not  only  peculiar  difficulties,  it  has  also 

peculiar  facilities.    There  is    indeed  only  one 

/.!'  ^t,*?1!!!!!  °        external  condition  on  which  it  is  dependent. 

philosophical  rtudy.  m  .  r  ^ 

and  that  is  language ;  and  when,  in  the  progress 
of  civilization,  a  language  is  once  formed  of  a  copiousness  and  pli- 
ability capable  of  embodying  its  abstractions  without  figurative 
ambiguity,  then  a  genuine  philosophy  may  commence.  With  this 
one  condition  all  is  given  ;  the  Philosopher  requires  for  his  dis- 
coveries no  preliminary  preparations,  —  no  apparatus  of  instruments 
and  materials.  He  has  no  new  events  to  seek,  as  the  Historian ;  no 
new  combinations  to  form,  as  the  Mathematician.  The  Botanist, 
the  Zoologist,  the  Mineralogist,  can  accumulate  only  by  care,  and 
trouble,  and  expense,  an  inadequate  assortment  of  the  objects 
necessary  for  their  labors  and  observations.  But  that  most  impor- 
tant and  interesting  of  all  studies  of  which  man  himself  is  the 
object,  has  no  need  of  anything  external;  it  is  only  necessary  that 
the  observer  enter  into  his  inner  self  in  order  to  find  there  all  he 
stands  in  need  o£  or  rather  it  is  only  by  doing  this  that  he  can  hope 
to  find  anything  at  all.  If  he  only  effectively  pursue  the  method 
of  observation  and  analysis,  he  may  even  dispense  with  the  study 
of  philosophical  systems.  This  is  at  best  only  useful  as  a  mean 
towards  a  deeper  and  more  varied  study  of  himself  and  is  often 
only  a  tribute  paid  by  philosophy  to  erudition.  * 

1  [Ancfflon,  Nouv.  M&xmges,  i.  ii.  pp.  108,      Thurot,  IniroOuetumdP  EtwUdtUiI^aotophi^ 
104,106.]  t  i.,  Disc.  Pr61.  p.  86.] 

s  [C£  Frio,  Logik,  i  126,  p.  587  (edit  1819). 


LECTURE    XX. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  SPECIAL  COGNITIVE  FACULTIE8. 

Gentlemen:  —  We  have  now  concluded  the  consideration  of 
_  ,       Consciousness,  viewed  in  its  more  general  rela- 

The  Special  Facul-  ° 

ties  of  Knowledge.  tions,  and  shall  proceed  to  analyze  its  more  par- 

ticular modifications,  that  is,  to  consider  the 
various  Special  Faculties  of  Knowledge. 

It  is  here  proper  to  recall  to  your  attention  the  division  I  gave 
you  of  the  Mental  Phenomena  into  three  great 
Three  great  ciaeaee      classes, —  viz.,  the  phenomena  of  Knowledge, 
mfL  the  phenomena  of  Feeling,  and  the  phenomena 

of  Conation.  But  as  these  various  phenomena 
all  suppose  Consciousness  as  their  condition,  —  those  of  the  first 
class,  the  phenomena  of  knowledge,  being,  indeed,  nothing  but  con- 
sciousness in  various  relations,  —  it  was  necessary,  before  descending 
to  the  consideration  of  the  subordinate,  first  to  exhaust  the  princi- 
pal; and  in  doing  this  the  discussion  has  been  protracted  to  a 
greater  length  than  I  anticipated. 

I  now  proceed  to  the  particular  investigation  of  the  first  class  of 

the  mental  phenomena, — those  of  Knowledge 

The  first  clans,— Ph«-      or  c0gnition,  —  and  shall  commence  by  delineat- 

^  ing  to  you  the  distribution  of  the  cognitive 

faculties  which  I  shall  adopt;  —  a  distribution 

different  from  any  other  with  which  I  am  acquainted.    But  I  would 

first  premise  an  observation  in  regard  to  psychological  powers,  and 

to  psychological  divisions. 

As  to  mental  powers,  —  under  which  term  are  included  mental 

Mental    we™  faculties  and  capacities,  —  you  are  not  to  suppose 

entities  really  distinguishable  from  the  thinking 

principle,  or  really  different  from  each  other.    Mental  powers  are 

not  like  bodily  organs.     It  is  the  same  simple  substance  which 

exerts  every  energy  of  every  faculty,  however  various,  and  which  is 

affected  in  every  mode  of  every  capacity,  however  opposite.    This 

has  frequently  been  wilfully  or  ignorantly  misunderstood;   and, 
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among  others,  Dr.  Brown  has  made  it  a  matter  of  reproach  to  phi- 
losophers in  general,  that  they  regarded  the  fae- 
Brown  wrong  a*  to      ulties  into  which  they  analyzed  the  mind  as  so 
the   common   phiio-      m        distinct  and  independent  existences.1    No 

aophteal   opinion   re-  *  * 

gnrding  these.  reproach,  however,  can  be  more  unjust,  no  mis- 

take more  flagrant ;  and  it  can  easily  be  shown 
that  this  is  perhaps  the  charge,  of  all  others,  to  which  the  very  small- 
est number  of  psychologists  need  plead  guilty.  On  this  point  Dr. 
Brown  does  not,  however,  stand  alone  as  an  accuser ;  and,  both  be- 
fore and  since  his  time,  the  same  charge  has  been  once  and  again  pre- 
ferred, and  this,  in  particular,  with  singular  infelicity,  against  Reid 
and  Stewart.  To  speak  only  of  the  latter,  —  he  sufficiently  declares 
his  opinion  on  the  subject  in  a  foot-note  of  the  Dissertation: — WI 
quote,"  he  says,  "the  following  passage  from  Addison,  not  as  a  speci- 
men of  his  metaphysical  acumen,  but  as  a  proof  of  his  good  sense  in 
divining  and  obviating  a  difficulty,  which,  I  believe,  most  persons 
will  acknowledge  occurred  to  themselves  when  they  first  entered  on 
metaphysical  studies :  —  *  Although  we  divide  the  soul  into  several 
powers  and  faculties,  there  is  no  such  division  in  the  soul  itself,  since 
it  is  the  whole  soul  that  remembers,  understands,  wills,  or  imagines. 
Our  manner  of  considering  the  memory,  understanding,  will,  imagi- 
nation, and  the  like  faculties,  is  for  the  better  enabling  us  to  express 
ourselves  in  such  abstracted  subjects  of  speculation,  not  that  there 
is  any  such  division  in  the  soul  itself'  In  another  part  of  the  same 
paper,  Addison  observes, '  that  what  we  call  the  faculties  of  the  soul 
are  only  the  different  ways  or  modes  in  which  the  soul  can  exert 
herself/  —  Spectator,  No.  600." 2 
I  shall  first  state  to  you  what  is  intended  by  the  terms  mental power^ 
faculty,  or  capacity;  and  then  show  you  that 
What  meant  by  men-      no  otjjer  opinion  ^  been  generally  held  by 

tal  power;  and  the  rel-  ...  , 

ntive  opinion  of  phi-        philosophers. 

louophert.  It  is  a  fact  too  notorious  to  be  denied,  that  the 

mind  is  capable  of  different  modifications,  that 
is,  can  exert  different  actions,  and  can  be  affected  by  different  pas- 
sions. This  is  admitted.  But  these  actions  and  passions  are  not  all 
dissimilar;  every  action  and  passion  is  not  different  from  every 
other.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  like,  and  they  are  unlike.  Those, 
therefore,  that  are  like,  we  group  or  assort  together  in  thought,  and 
bestow  on  them  a  common  name ;  nor  are  these  groups  or  assort- 
ments manifold,  —  they  are  in  fact  few  and  simple.  Again,  every 
action  is  an  effect;  every  action  and  passion  a  modification.    But 

1  PkOotephy  of  the  Human  Mind,  Lecture  xvi.  vol.  i.  p.  888,  (seoond  edition.)  —  Eo. 
S  CotUcUd  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  884. 
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every  effect  supposes  a  cause;  every  modification  supposes  a  subject. 
"When  we  say  that  the  mind  exerts  an  energy,  we  virtually  say  that 
the  mind  is  the  cause  of  the  energy ;  when  we  say  that  the  mind 
acts  or  suffers,  we  say  in  other  words,  that  the  mind  is  the  subject 
of  a  modification.  But  the  modifications,  that  is,  the  actions  and 
passions,  of  the  mind,  as  we  stated,  all  fall  into  a  few  resembling 
groups,  which  we  designate  by  a  peculiar  name ;  and  as  the  mind  is 
the  common  cause  and  subject  of  all  these,  we  are  surely  entitled  to 
say  in  general  that  the  mind  has  the  faculty  of  exerting  such  and 
such  a  class  of  energies,  or  has  the  capacity  of  being  modified  by 
such  and  such  an  order  of  affections.  We  here  excogitate  no  new, 
no  occult  principle.  We  only  generalize  certain  effects,  and  then 
infer  that  common  effects  must  have  a  common  cause;  we  only 
classify  certain  modes,  and  conclude  that  similar  modes  indicate  the 
same  capacity  of  being  modified.  There  is  nothing  in  all  this  con- 
trary to  the  most  rigid  rules  of  philosophizing ;  nay,  it  is  the  purest 
specimen  of  the  inductive  philosophy. 

On  this  doctrine,  a  faculty  is  nothing  more  than  a  general  term  ibr 
the  causality  the  mind  has  of  originating  a  cer- 

Faoultyand  Capao-  *  i  ■ 

Jty  distinguished.  tam  c^ass  °*  energies  5  a  capacity  only  a  general 

term  for  the  susceptibility  the  mind  has  of  being 
affected  by  a  particular  class  of  emotions.1  All  mental  powers  are 
thus,  in  short,  nothing  more  than  names  determined  by  various 
orders  of  mental  phenomena.  But  as  these  phenomena  differ  from, 
and  resemble,  each  other  in  various  respects,  various  modes  of  classi- 
fication may,  therefore,  be  adopted,  and  consequently,  various  facul- 
ties and  capacities,  in  different  views,  may  be  the  result. 
And  this  is  what  we  actually  see  to  be  the  case  in  the  different 
systems  of  philosophy;  for  each  system  of  phi- 
Phiiowphicti  8ys-  losophy  is  a  different  view  of  the  phaenomena 
andimportance.  *  °^  mm^'  Now,  here  I  would  observe  that  we 
might  fall  into  one  or  other  of  two  errors,  either 
by  attributing  too  great  or  too  small  importance  to  a  systematic 
arrangement  of  the  mental  phaenomena.  It  must  be  conceded  to 
those  who  affect  to  undervalue  psychological  system,  that  system  is 
-neither  the  end  first  in  the  order  of  time,  nor  that  paramount  in  the 
scale  of  importance.  To  attempt  a  definitive  system  or  synthesis, 
before  we  have  fully  analyzed  and  accumulated  the  facts  to  be  ar- 
ranged, would  be  preposterous,  and  necessarily  futile ;  and  system 
is  only  valuable  when  it  is  not  arbitrarily  devised,  but  arises  natu- 
rally out  of  an  observation  of  the  facts,  and  of  the  whole  facts, 
themselves ;  r$s  iroAAi}?  irccjpa?  Ttkevraiov  hnyhnnffjua. 

1  See  above,  p.  128,  et  «?.  —  Ed. 
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On  the  other  hand,  to  despise  system  is  to  despise  philosophy ; 
for  the  end  of  philosophy  is  the  detection  of  unity.  Even  in  the 
progress  of  a  science,  and  long  prior  to  its  consummation,  it  is  indeed 
better  to  assort  the  materials  we  have  accumulated,  even  though 
the  arrangement  be  only  temporary,  only  provisional,  than  to  leave 
them  in  confusion.  For  without  such  arrangement,  we  are  unable 
to  overlook  our  possessions;  and  as  experiment  results  from  the 
experiment  it  supersedes,  so  system  is  destined  to  generate  system 
in  a  progress  never  attaining,  but  ever  approximating  to,  perfection. 
Having  stated  what  a  psychological  power  in  propriety  is,  I  may 
add  that  this,  and  not  the  other,  opinion,  has  been 
The  opinion  gener-  fae  one  prevalent  in  the  various  schools  and  ages 
of  philosophy.  I  could  adduce  to  you  passages 
in  which  the  doctrine  that  the  faculties  and  ca- 
pacities are  more  than  mere  possible  modes,  in  which  the  simple 
indivisible  principle  of  thought  may  act  and  exist,  is  explicitly 
denied  by  Galen,1  Lactantius,*  Tertullian,*  St.  Austin,4  Isidores,5 
Iren»us,a  Synesius,7  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa,8  among  the  fathers  of 


ally  prevalent  regard- 
ing mental  powers. 


l  Galen,  however,  adopting  Plato's  three- 
fold division  of  the  faculties  (Ratio,  baeundia, 
Cvpidaas),  expressly  teaches  that  these  have 
separate  local  seats,  and  that  the  mind  is  a 
whole  composed  of  parts  different  both  in 
kind  and  iu  nature  [genere  et  natura).  See  his 
De  Hippocratis  et  Platonis  Decretis,  lib.  vi.  Opera, 
pp.  1003,  1004,  et  seq.  (edit  Basle,  1549).  Cf. 
lib.  v.  c.  viil. — Ed. 

*[DeOpifieioDei,clS.]  [ Opera, ii.  125 (edit 
1784);  where,  however,  Lactantius  merely  pro- 
nounces the  question  in  regard  to  the  identity 
or  difference  of  the  anima  and  animus,  insolu- 
ble, and  gives  the  arguments  on  both  sides. 
—  Ed] 

&[De  Anima,  o.  18.]  [Opera,  ii.  304,  (edit. 
1630) :  "  Quid  sensus,  nisi  ejus  rei  quae  senti- 
tur,  intellectus?  Quid  intellectus  nisi  ejus  rei 
qu«  intelllgltur  sensus?  Unde  ista  tormenta 
cruciandffi  simplicitatis,  et  suppendendae  veri- 
tatis?  Quis  mihi  exhibebit  sensum  non  intel- 
ligentem  quod  sentit?  aut  intellectum  non 
sentientemquod  intelligit?  .  .  .  Sicorporalia 
quidem  sentiuntur,  incorporalia  vero  intelli- 
guntur:  vernm  genera  diversa  sunt  nondo- 
micilla  sensus  et  intellectus,  id  est,  non  anima 
et  animus." -Ed] 

4  Sea  De  Trinitate,  lib.  X.  C.  8,  f  18.  Opera, 
viii.  p.  898  (edit.  Bened.):  "  Haec  tria,  me- 
moria,  intelligent!*,  voluntas,  quoniam  non 
sunt  tres  rite,  sed  una  vita,  nee  tres  mentes, 
eed  nna  mens;  consequenter  utkjue,  neo 
tres   substantia  sunt,   sed   una  substantia. 

Quocirca  tria  hsc  eo  sunt  unum,  quo 

nna  vita,  nna  mens,  nna  essentia."    Cf.  ibtd., 


lib.  xi.  o.  8.  H  6, 6,  Optra,  viii.  p.  906,  (edit 
Bened.)  L.  be.  c  iv.  f  8,  and  c.  v.  f  8.  The 
doctrine  of  St.  Augnstin  on  this  point,  how- 
ever, divided  the  schoolmen.  Henry  of 
Ghent,  and  Gregory  of  Rimini,  maintained 
that  his  opinion  was  Nominal  istic,  while 
others  held  that  it  might  be  identified  with 
that  of  Aquinas.  See  Fromondus,  PkUow 
phia  Christiana  de  Anima,  lib.  L  o.  vi.  art.  ill. 
p.  160  et  *eq.  (ed.  1649).  —  Ed. 

*  [Originum,  lib.  xi.  0.  1.]  [Opera,  p.  94, 
(edit  1617]  :  "  Haec  omnia  adjuncta  sunt 
aninue,  nt  nna  res  sit  Pro  efflcientiis  enim 
causarum  diversa  nomina  sortita  est  annua. 
Nam  et  memoria  mens  est :  dum  ergo  viviflcat 
corpus,  anima  est;  dum  solt,  men*  est;  dum 
vult,  animus  est;  dum  reeolit,  memoria  eat,** 
—  Ed.] 

6  [  Contra  Beereses,  lib.  \L  c.  29.]  [Opera,  t.  L 
p.  892,  (edit  Leipste,  1848) :  "  •ensns  hominis, 
mens,  et  oogitarJo,  et  intentio  mentis,  et  ea 
quae  sunt  hojusmodi,  non  aliud  quid  pneter 
animam  sunt ;  sed  ipsios  aninue  motns  et 
operationes,  nnllam  sine  anima  habentes  sub* 
stantiam."— Ed.] 

7  [De  In*omniti,1  [Opera,  p.  108,  (edit  1558) : 
*OXot  iucofai  rep  wvcri/iari,  nal  ti\<p  jBXeret, 
jra)  ra  Koaca  rdtrra  o&varau  Avydfieis  fiia 
H€V  vaaai  Kara  r^v  koi^v  f>l(aV  toAAoJ 
Z\  Kara  Ttplofov.  —Ed. 

8  [  De  Hominis  Opt  fid  o,  o.  vi][  Opera,  I.  p.  66-1 
[Otot  yap  Tifuv  xoWai  rives  ilfflr  ai  Av- 
TiXyjTTiKoL  r&y  Tpayftaruv  Hwdfieis,  tl  koI 
wo\vrp4*vs  &ta  rS»  al<r^fttT€wy  roV  Kara 
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the  Church;  by  Iamblichus,1  Plotinus,1  Proclus,8  Olympiodorns,4 
and  the  pseudo  Hermes  Trismegistus,*  among  the  Platonists ;  by  the 
Aphrodisian,6  Ammonius  HermisB,7  and  Philoponus*  among  the 
Aristotelians.  Since  the  restoration  of  letters  the  same  doctrine  is 
explicitly  avowed  by  the  elder  Scaliger,9  Patricius,10  and  Campa- 
nella;11  by  Descartes,"  Malebranche,1*  Leibnitz,14  and  Wolf;M  by 
Condillac,1*  Kant,17  and  the  whole  host  of  recent  philosophers. 


C*h*  tyorrdgpcdo.  Mfa  ydp  ris  eVrl  86- 
rafus,  airros  o  eryKtlfitvos  vovs,  6  8«'  cicfor- 
lov  rStv  ata&irTnpiw  9t€^tiitv,  ko\  r&v  6yro»y 
4wt&pcur<r6fi9ros. — Ed.] 

l  "  Anima  quamvis  videatur  omnes  rattanes 
et  totas  in  se  species  exhibere,  tamen  deter- 
minate semper  est  secundum  aliquid  anom, 
id  est,  unam  speciem."  De  My$terrtiy  as  para- 
phrased by  Marsilins  Fioinns.  Opera,  p.  1879. 
—  Ed. 

>  Bnnead,  iv.  lib.  ill.  I  111.  p.  874,  (ed.  1(06): 
Tovto  8«  abictr*  hv  tV  yJkv  [rtflrfH  b\tfy, 
t?)v  8c  fjitpos  av  ttvcu  rrapJuo~xono'  **&  vd>m 
hurra,  oh  rb  avrb  hwdfitces  vdp*arivm  cVcl 
mil  ots  &AAo  tpyov,  r$  8c  oAAo  olov  6<p&a\- 
pots  *rol  ttohr  oh  fiAptoy  aWo  tyvxn*  tydatL, 
aXko  8c  br\  AcjrrcW  Taptivai,  (&\Xmv  8c, 
rb  ptpl&tv  otrms),  aten  rb  avrb,  teav 
aWrj  ttvofus  «V  Ifcarcpoif  cVefyp.  Md.y 
lib.  ii.  p  868:  Vvxb  ptpurr))  ftcr,  6Vi  cV 
«wri  pipwt  rov  cV  $  ivrar  apipurros  8c 
sVt  6\yj  4v  *turi,  *col  «V  irotovv  airrov  8Aij. 
Cf.  lib.  i.  p.  861 Ed. 

*  In  Platoni*  Tkeologiam,  lib.  Iv.  o.  zvi.  p. 
p.  210,  (edit.  1618):  Ata  yap  r^v  okoov  pc* 
rovciav  rijs  ow»xfa»  aptptvros  6  vovs. 
Ata  5c  rb  8c4rcpa  psrpa  r^r  pc&^cws, 
^l^^xh  ftspurr^f  *al  OfUpurros  cVtti,  Kara 
juW  avyttpaatv.  Ibid,,  lib.  1.  o.  xl.  p.  26: 
TV  8c  fvxV  «V  «rol  woXA*;  — thus  ren- 
dered in  the  Latin  rersion  of  Portns:  "  Anl- 
mam  unam  et  mnlta,  [propter  yarias  unius 
aninue  mcultates,  et  variarum  rerum  oogni- 
tlonem,  quam  una  anima  habet."]  —  Ed. 

4  Olympiodorns  adopts  Plato's  division  of 
the  soul  into  three  principles.  As  regards 
the  unity  of  the  rational  soul  alone,  some- 
thing may  perhaps  be  inferred  from  the  Com- 
mentary on  the  Fir*  AUibiades,  where  the 
rational  soul  is  identified  with  the  personal 
self.  See  especially  pp.  208, 226,  edit.  Creuser. 
Compare  also  a  passage  from  his  Commentary 
on  the  Phcedoi  cited  by  Cousin,  Fragments  Pkti- 
osophiques,  torn.  i.  p.  421,  (ed.  1847).  Neither 
passage,  however,  bears  decisively  on  this 
question.  —  Ed. 

*  Dt  Intellection*  et  Sensu,  lib.  xv.  f  42.]  [Pa- 
trloii,  Nova  de  Universis  Philosophia,  (edit.  1588) : 
'Er  yap  rots  aXXois  (Aots  if  ulfffrqcu  rj 


ftfrci  ffvorrai,  cV  8*  hrkp&roi*  %  r&p-if. 
No4<rcft>s  8c  o  vovs  8ia0^pcrcu  rwrovToy, 
taov  6  Ocot  &c toVrrros.  'H  juck  70^  &*i6tt)s 
vrb  rov  &*ov  ylyercu,  ^  8c  v&neu  (nth  row 
yov,  adcA^  ofara  rov  \6yov9  icul  6pya*a 
aAAiiXw.  —Ed.] 

6  Tldffeu  Tap  a&rai  (bc.  tyvxh  bpnrrucfit 
aUr&riruefi,  QarraoTuefi,  ipfiiiruefii  Apcjrrtjr^) 
fda  obcau  Kara  rb  droKal/ici'or,  rats  &w$o- 
pcus  raw  Ivv&tiwv  aureus  taf pyrrol.  In  D* 
Anima,  lib.  i.  f.  140a,  (edit.  Yen.  1684.)— Ed. 

7  T9)s  4ifi*r4pas  ^vxn*  b*nra\  al  ivipytiat, 
al  fiky  yrwrrucal,  olov  yovst  8^(a,  aXo-&T)Vist 
favraalai  StdVoia,  al  8c  (ttrucal  ical  ipeim- 
*a),  otov  &ov\T)0ist  vpoatpeo'ts,  &vfibf,  teal 
br&vuia.  In  Quinqu*  Voce*  Porphyrii,  f.  la, 
(edit.  Aldine,  1646).  —  Ed. 

8  In  De  Anima,  Promm,  f.  4a. :  Ov  yap 
oTBtv  cavrV  h  fy"*  ff  h  if^»  ^  airAa>5  i 
atafrqa-is'  ov8c  C1?1"'*  T<>^  ^<rrl  <p6<r*ws'  4 
liivroi  y*wx^  ^  Aoyac^,  afrr^  cavr9)K  ytvoHr- 
K§r  a&rn  yovv  ierrtv  ^  ftrowro*  offny  ^ 
Cnrovufvrr  afrrn  ^  ibplfficowra,  a&rn  ^  cd- 
piCKOftdvTi'  ^  yty&VKOWTOy  koI  ytvwnco/itrn* 
Cf.  In  lib.  1.  0.  v.,  text  89,  to  end.  —  Ed. 

9  Exercilatwnes,  [ccxevii.  $  1;  occvii.  §  87.] 
[Cf.  cccvii.  $  16.]— Ed. 

10  Mystiea  JEgyptiorum,  lib.  ii.  c.  iii.  f.  4,  col. 
2 :  (l  Anlma  unica  est  et  simplex;  sed  multi- 
plicantur  virtntes  ejns,  ultra  substantiam,  et 
si  videtur  operari  plurima  slraul,  ejus  opera 
sunt  multa  ratione  patientnm.  Si  qnidem 
corpora  non  reclpiunt  operationes  animss 
equaliter,  sed  pro  condltione  sua;  ergo  plu- 
rality operationum  inest  rebus,  non  aninue.^' 
—Ed. 

11 "  Eandem  anlmam  sentientem  et  memo- 
rativam  esse  imaginativam  et  discursivam.'* 
See  De  Sensu  Rerum,  lib.  ii.  c.  xxi.  p.  77,  (edit 
1687).    Cf.  cc.  xix.  xx.— Ed. 

13  [De  Passionibus,  pars.  ii.  art.  68.] 

13  Reektrdu  de  la  Verity  lib.  111.  o.  1. 4 1  —  Ed. 

14  [Noureaux  Enou,  lib.  ii.  0.  xxi.  §  6.  p.  182 
— edit.  Raspe.] 

15  [  Psychohgia  Rationatts,  $  81.] 

18  [De  T  Art  de  pctucr,  c.  viii.  Cows,  U  iii.  p. 
804.] 

17  Kritik  der  rtintn  Vernunfi— Transao.  Dial., 
B.  ii.  U.  i.    (p.  407,  edit  1798).    Kant,  how- 
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During  the  middle  ages,  the  question  was  indeed  one  which  divided 
the  schools.  St.  Thomas,1  at  the  head  of  one  party,  held  that  the 
faculties  were  distinguished  not  only  from  each  other,  but  from  the 
essence  of  the  mind ;  and  this,  as  they  phrased  it,  really  and  not 
formally.  Henry  of  Ghent,3  at  the  head  of  another  party,  main- 
tained  a  modified  opinion, — that  the  faculties  were  really  distin- 
guished from  each  other,  but  not  from  the  essence  of  the  soul. 
Scotus,8  again,  followed  by  Occam 4  and  the  whole  sect  of  Nominal- 
ists, denied  all  real  difference  either  between  the  several  faculties,  or 
between  the  faculties  and  the  mind ;  allowing  between  them  only  a 
formal  or  logical  distinction.  This  last  is  the  doctrine  that  has  sub* 
sequent]  y  prevailed  in  the  latter  ages  of  philosophy ;  and  it  is  a  proof 
of  its  universality,  that  few  modern  psychologists  havd  ever  thought 
it  necessary  to  make  an  explicit  profession  of  their  faith  in  what 
they  silently  assumed.  No  accusation  can,  therefore,  be  more  un- 
grounded than  that  which  has  been  directed  against  philosophers, — 
that  they  have  generally  harbored  the  opinion  that  faculties  are,  like 
organs  in  the  body,  distinct  constituents  of  mind.    The  Aristotelic 

principle,  that  in  relation  to  the  body  athe  soul 

The  ArirtoteUc  doc-      ^  gjj  jn  tbe  whole  and  all  in  every  part>w — that 

laUon^the^soiUto      **  "  *e  8ame  invisible  mind  that  operates  in 

the  body.  sense,  in  imagination,  in  memory,  in  reasoning, 

etc.,  dhTerently  indeed,  but  differently  only  be- 
cause operating  in  different  relations,5  —  this  opinion  is  the  one 

ever,  while  he  admits  this  unity  of  the  sab-  Q.  2,  (quoted  by  Tonnemann.)   The  Conim- 

ject,  as  a  conception  Involved  in  the  fact  of  bricenees  distinguish  between  the  doctrine  of 

consciousness,  denies  that  the  conception  can  Scotus.  and  that  held  in  common  by  Gregory 

be  legitimately  transferred  to  the  soul  as  a  (Ariminensis), Occam, Gabriel  Biel,  M  arsilius, 

real  substance.  —  Ed.  and  almost  the  whole  sect  of  the  Nominalists, 

1  Sumrna,  pars  i.  Q.  77,  art.  1.  et  $eq.  Ibid..,  —who,  they  say,  concur  in  affirming,  —  »*po- 
Q.  64.  art.  iii.  Cf.  In  Sent.*  lib.  i.  diet.  iii.  Q.  tentias  [animc]  nee  re  ipsa,  nee  formalitcr,  et 
4,  art.  ii.  St  Thomas  is  followed  by  Capre-  nature  rei,  ab  anima?  essentia  distingui,  licet 
olns,  Cajetan,  Ferrariensis,  and  Harailius  Fi-  anima  ex  varietate  actionem  diversa  nomina 
duns.  See  Cottunius,  De  Trip.  Sua.  Anima  sortiatur;"  whereas  Scotus,  according  to  them. 
Ratirmalis,  p.  281.  —  Ed.  is  of  opinion  that,  while  the  faculties  oaa- 

2  Henry  of  Ghent  is,  by  Fromondua,  classed  not  in  reality  (re  ipsa)  be  distinguished  from 
with  Gregory  of  Rimini  and  the  Nominalists,  the  mind,  these  may,  however,  be  distin- 
See  De  Anima,  lib.  ii.  c.  vi.  But  see  Genovesi,  guished  "  fbrmaliter,  et  ex  natura  rei."  /» 
Element.  Metapha.  pars  ii.  p.  120.  —  Ed.  De  Anima,  lib.  ii.  c.  iii.  Q  4,  p.  160.   Cottuniut 

8  See  Zabarella,  Dt  Rebus  Natumtibus.  Lib.  attributes  the  latter  opinion  to  the  Scotists 

De  FacuUatibus  Anima,  p.  686     Tennemaim,  universally.    See  bis  De  Tripliei  Statu  Anima 

Gesch.  der  Philosophic,  viii.  2.  p.  761.]    [M  Dico  Rationale,  p.  280,  (ed.  1628.)    Cf.  Toletus,  In 

igitur,"  says  Scotus,  "quod  potest  sustineri,  D*  Ammo.  lib.  Ii.  c.  ir.  f.  69.— Ed.] 
quod  essentia  aninwe  indistinota  re  et  rarione,         4  In  Sent.,  lib.  ii.  dist.  16,  qq.  24,  26.    8ee 

est  prfncipiumpluriumactionum  sine  diversi-  Conimbricenses,  Jn  De  Anima,  p.  160.    Co*, 

tate  reali  potentiarum,  ita  quod  sint  vel  par-  tuniua,  De  Trip.  Stat.  An  Rat.,  p.  280.  —  Ed. 
tes  anima  vel  accidentia,  vel  respeotus.  ....         5  De  Anima,  i.  v.  81:   'AAA'  oV&kv  fyrror  4r 

Dices,  quod  eritibi  saltern  differentia  rationis.  kKar4oa  r&v  poplar  &*arr*  4vvrdpx*i  rk 

Concedo,  sed  hac  nihil  faciet  ad  principlum  pSpia  rrjs  tyvxn*>  «•  T«  *-     Cf-  Rotinu*;  ' 

opcrationis  realis.    In  Sent.,  lib,  ii.  dist.  16.  above,  p.  271,  note  9.— E». 
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dominant  among  psychologists,  and  the  one  which,  though  not 
always  formally  proclaimed,  mast,  if  not  positively  disclaimed,  be  in 
justice  presumptively  attributed  to  every  philosopher  of  mind. 
Those  who  employed  the  old  and  familiar  language  of  philosophy, 
meant,  in  truth,  exactly  the  same  as  those  who  would  establish  a 
new  doctrine  on  a  newfangled  nomenclature. 
From  what  I  have  now  said,  you  will  be  better  prepared  for  what 
I  am  about  to  state  in  regard  to  the  classifica* 

P»vcbological  Dirt-        tion  rf  the  firat  t   0pder  of  mental  ph|Bno- 

•ion,  what.  ...  • 

mena,  and  the  distribution  of  the  faculties  of 
Knowledge  founded  thereon.  I  formerly  told  you  that  the  mental 
qualities — the  mental  phenomena —  are  never  presented  to  us  sep- 
arately ;  they  are  always  in  conjunction,  and  it  is  only  by  an  ideal 
analysis  and  abstraction  that,  for  the  purposes  of  science,  they  can 
be  discriminated  and  considered  apart.1  The  problem  proposed  in 
such  an  analysis,  is  to  find  the  primary  threads  which,  in  their  com- 
position, form  the  complex  tissue  of  thought.  In  what  ought  to  be 
accomplished  by  such  an  analysis,  all  philosophers  are  agreed,  how- 
ever different  may  have  been  the  result  of  their  attempts.  I  shall 
not  state  and  criticize  the  various  classifications  propounded  of  the 
cognitive  faculties,  as  I  did  not  state  and  criticize  the  classifications 
propounded  of  the  mental  phenomena  in  general.  The  reasons  are 
the  same.  You  would  be  confused,  not  edified.  I  shall  only  delin- 
eate the  distribution  of  the  faculties  of  knowledge,  which  I  have 
adopted,  and  endeavor  to  afford  you  some  general  insight  into  its 
principles.  At  present  I  limit  my  consideration  to  the  phenomena 
of  Knowledge;  with  the  two  other^  classes  —  the  phenomena  of 
Feeling  and  the  phenomena  of  Conation  —  we  have  at  present  no 
concern. 

I  again  repeat  that  consciousness  constitutes,  or  is  coextensive 

with,   all   our  faculties  of  knowledge, — these 

The  special  faculties      facuities  being  only  special  modifications  under 

of  knowledge,  evolved  ,°         J     \  .*    .    j        t*    v   • 

out  of  conseioiuneM.       which  consciousness  is  manifested.     It  being, 

therefore,  understood  that  consciousness  is  not  a 

special  faculty  of  knowledge,  but  the  general  faculty  out  of  which 

the  special  faculties  of  knowledge  are  evolved,  I  proceed  to  this 

evolution. 

In  the  first  place,  as  we  are  endowed  with  a  faculty  of  Cognition, 

_    _  .         or  Consciousness  in  general,  and  since  it  cannot 

I.  The  Preventative  °  ' 

Faculty.  ^  maintained  that  we  have  always  possessed 

the  knowledge  which  we  now  possess,  it  will  be 

admitted,  that  we  must  have  a  faculty  of  acquiring  knowledge. 

l  See  above,  p  ISO.—  Ed. 

35 
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But  this  acquisition  of  knowledge  can  only  be  accomplished  by  the 
immediate  presentation  of  a  new  object  to  consciousness,  in  other 
words,  by  the  reception  of  a  new  object  within  the  sphere  of  our 
cognition.  We  have  thus  a  faculty  which  may  be  called  the  Acquis- 
itive, or  the  Presentative,  or  the  Receptive. 

Now,  new  or  adventitious  knowledge  may  be  either  of  things 
external,  or'  of  things  internal ;  in  other  words, 

subdivided,  aa  Ex-      either  of  the  phenomena  of  the  non-ego,  or  of 

ternal   and    Internal,  _         _  r       „    ,  ,,.,... 

fnto  Perception  and  tne  phenomena  of  the  ego ;  and  this  distinction 
Self  Consciousness.  of  object  will  determine  a  subdivision  of  this, 

the  Acquisitive  Faculty.  If  the  object  of  knowl- 
edge be  external,  the  faculty  receptive  or  presentative  of  the  quali- 
ties of  such  object,  will  be  a  consciousness  of  the  non-ego.  This 
has  obtained  the  name  of  External  Perception,  or  of  Perception 
simply.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  object  be  internal,  the  faculty 
receptive  or  presentative  of  the  qualities  of  such  subject-object,  will 
be  a  consciousness  of  the  ego.  This  faculty  obtains  the  name  of 
Internal  or  Reflex  Perception,  or  of  Self-Consciousness-  By  the 
foreign  psychologists  this  faculty  is  termed  also  the  Internal  Sense. 

Under  the  general  faculty  of  cognition  is  thus,  in  the  first  place, 
distinguished  an  Acquisitive,  or  Presentative,  or  Receptive  Faculty ; 
and  this  acquisitive  faculty  is  subdivided  into  the  consciousness  of 
the  non-ego,  or  External  Perception,  or  Perception  simply,  and 
into  the  consciousness  of  the  ego,  or  Self-Consciousness,  or  Internal 
Perception. 

This  acquisitive  faculty  is  the  faculty  of  Experience.  External 
perception  is  the  faculty  of  external,  self-consciousness  is  the  faculty 
of  internal,  experience.  If  we  limit  the  term  Reflection  in  con- 
formity to  its  original  employment  and  proper  signification,  —  an 
attention  to  the  internal  phenomena, — reflection  will  be  an  expres- 
sion for  self-consciousness  concentrated. 

In  the  second  place,  inasmuch  as  we  are  capable  of  knowledge, 
we  must  be  endowed  not  only  with  a  faculty  of 
tIUu  -^Tmo™  squiring*  but  with  a  faculty  of  retaining  or 
Proper/  conserving  it  when  acquired.    By  this  faculty, 

I  mean  merely,  and  in  the  most  limited  sense, 
the  power  of  mental  retention.  We  have  thus,  as  a  second  neces- 
sary faculty,  one  that  may  be  called  the  Conservative  or  Retentive. 
This  is  Memory,  strictly  so  denominated,  —  that  is,  the  power  of 
retaining  knowledge  in  the  mind,  but  out  of  consciousness ;  I  say 
retaining  knowledge  in  the  mind,  but  out  of  consciousness,  for  to 
bring  the  retention  out  of  memory  into  consciousness,  is  the  function 
of  a  totally  different  faculty,  of  which  we  are  immediately  to  speak. 


Lect.  XX*  METAPHYSICS.  275 

Under  the  general  faculty  of  cognition  is  thus,  in  the  second  place, 
distinguished  the  Conservative  or  Retentive  Faculty,  or  Memory 
Proper.  Whether  there  be  subdivisions  of  this  faculty,  we  shall 
not  here  inquire. 
But,  in  the  third  place,  if  we  are  capable  of  knowledge,  it  is  not 
enough  that  we  possess  a  faculty  of  acquiring, 

tlviFaclatyBeP^Od,IO"      an<^  a  ^acu^y  °^  retaining  it  in  the  mind,  but 

out  of  consciousness;  we  must  further  be  en- 
dowed with  a  faculty  of  recalling  it  out  of  unconsciousness  into 
consciousness,  in  short,  a  reproductive  power.  This  Reproductive 
Faculty  is  governed  by  the  laws  which  regulate  the  succession  of 
our  thoughts,  —  the  laws,  as  they  are  called,  of  Mental  Association. 

If  these  laws  are  allowed  to  operate  without 

Subdivided  Mwith-      tne  intervention  of  the  will,  this  faculty  may  be 

SaSr™^      called  Suggestion,  or  Spontaneous  Suggestion; 

nfecence.  whereas,  if  applied  under  the  influence  of  the 

will,  it  will  properly  obtain  the  name  of  Remi- 
niscence or  Recollection.  By  reproduction^  it  should  be  observed, 
that  I  strictly  mean  the  process  of  recovering  the  absent  thought 
from  unconsciousness,  and  not  its  representation  in  consciousness. 
This  reproductive  faculty  is  commonly  confounded  with  the  con- 
servative, under  the  name  of  Memory;  but  most  erroneously. 
These  qualities  of  mind  are  totally  unlike,  and  are  possessed  by 
different  individuals  in  the  most  different  degrees.  Some  have  a 
strong  faculty  of  conservation,  and  a  feeble  faculty  of  reproduction ; 
others,  again,  a  prompt  and  active  reminiscence,  but  an  evanescent 
retention.  Under  the  general  faculty  of  cognition,  there  is  thus 
discriminated,  in  the  third  place,  the  Reproductive  Faculty. 

In  the  fourth  place,  as  capable  of  knowledge,  we  must  not  only 

be  endowed  with  a  presentative,  a  conservative, 
\\7  T*^1-!***  an(*  a  rePro(*uctive  Acuity;  there  is  required  for 
ination.  their  consummation  —  for  the  keystone  of  the 

arch — a  faculty  of  representing  in  consciousness, 
and  of  keeping  before  the  mind  the  knowledge  presented,  retained, 
and  reproduced.  We  have  thus  a  Representative  Faculty;  and 
this  obtains  the  name  of  Imagination  or  Phantasy. 

The.  element  of  imagination  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  the 
element  of  reproduction,  though  this  is  frequently,  nay  commonly, 
done ;  and  this  either  by  comprehending  these  two  qualities  under 
imagination,  or  by  conjoining  them  with  the  quality  of  retention 
under  memory.  The  distinction  I  make  is  valid.  For  the  two  fac- 
ulties are  possessed  by  different  individuals  in  very  different  degrees. 
It  is  not,  indeed,  easy  to  see  how,  without  a  representative  act,  an 
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object  can  be  reproduced.  Bat  the  fact  is  certain,  that  the  two 
powers  have  no  necessary  proportion  to  each  other.  The  represen- 
tative faculty  has,  by  philosophers,  been  distinguished  into  the 
Productive  or  Creative,  and  into  the  Reproductive,  Imagination.  I 
shall  hereafter  show  you  that  this  distinction  is  untenable. 

Thus,  under  the  general  cognitive  faculty,  we  have  a  fourth  special 
faculty  discriminated,  —  the  Representative  Faculty, — Phantasy, 
or  Imagination. 

In  the  fifth  place,  all  the  faculties  we  have  considered  are  only 

subsidiary.     They   acquire,  preserve,  call   out| 

v.  The  EUborative      and  hold  ^  the  materials,  for  the  use  of  a 

Bonu  7l  higher  faculty  which  operates  upon  these  mate* 

rials,  and  which  we  may  call  the  Elaborative  or 
Discursive  Faculty.  This  faculty  has  only  one  operation,  it  only 
compares,  —  it  is  Comparison,  —  the  faculty  of  Relations.  It  may 
startle  you  to  hear  that  the  highest  function  of  mind  is  nothing 
higher  than  comparison,  but,  in  the  end,  I  am  confident  of  convinc- 
ing you  of  the  paradox.    Under  comparison,  I 

Analysis  and  Syn-      mciude  the  conditions,  and  the  result,  of  corn- 
thesis.  . 

parison.    In  order  to  compare,  the  mind  must 

divide  or  separate,  and  conjoin  or  compose.    Analysis  and  synthesis 

are,  therefore,  the  conditions  of  comparison.    Again,  the  result  of 

comparison  is  either  the  affirmation  of  one  thing  of  another,  or  the 

negation  of  one  thing  of  another.    If  the  mind  affirm  one  thing  of 

another,  it  conjoins  them,  and  is  thus  again  synthesis.    If  it  deny 

one  thing  of  another,  it  disjoins  them,  and  is 

Conception  or  Gen-         -  .  i      •  ^  v     *.•  *•  i_    • 

eraiization.  ™us  agam  analysis.     Generalization,  which  is 

the  result  of  synthesis  and  analysis,  is  thus  an 
act  of  comparison,  and  is  properly  denominated  Conception.    Judg- 
ment is  only  the  comparison  of  two  terms  or 
Reasoning  notions  directly  together;  Reasoning,  only  the 

comparison  of  two  terms  or  notions  with  each 
other  through  a  third.  Conception  or  Generalization,  Judgment 
and  Reasoning,  are  thus  only  various  applications  of  comparison, 
and  not  even  entitled  to  the  distinction  of  separate  faculties. 

Under  the  general  cognitive  faculty,  there  is  thus  discriminated  a 
fifth  special  faculty  in  the  Elaborative  Faculty,  or  Comparison. 
This  is  Thought,  strictly  so  called ;  it  corresponds  to  the  Auivota  of 
the  Greek,  to  the  DUcurms  of  the  Latin,  to  the  Verstand  of  the 
German  philosophy ;  and  its  laws  are  the  object  of  Logic. 

But,  in  the  sixth  and  last  place,  the  mind  is  not  altogether  indebted 
to  experience  for  the  whole  apparatus  of  its  knowledge,  —  its 
knowledge  is  not  all  adventitious.    What  we  know  by  experience, 
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without  experience  we  should  not  have  known;  and  as  all  our 
experience  is  contingent,  all  the  knowledge  de- 
vi.  The  KeguUtire  rived  from  experience  is  contingent  also.  But 
Common  seMeT"1  **  there  are  cognitions  in  the  mind  which  are  not 
contingent,  —  which  are  necessary,  —  which  we 
cannot  but  think,  —  which  thought  supposes  as  its  fundamental  con- 
dition. These  cognitions,  therefore,  are  not  mere  generalizations 
from  experience.  But  if  not  derived  from  experience,  they  must 
he  native  to  the  mind ;  unless,  on  an  alternative  that  we  need  not 
at  present  contemplate,  we  suppose  with  Plato,  St.  Austin,  Cousin, 
and  other  philosophers,  that  Reason,  or  more  properly  Intellect,  is 
impersonal,  and  that  we  are  conscious  of  these  necessary  cognitions 
in  the  divine  mind.  These  native,  these  necessary  cognitions, 
are  the  laws  by  which  the  mind  is  governed  in  its  operations,  and 
which  afford  the  conditions  of  its  capacity  of  knowledge.  These 
necessary  laws,  or  primary  conditions,  of  intelligence,  are  phe- 
nomena of  a  similar  character ;  and  we  must,  therefore,  generalize 
or  collect  them  into  a  class ;  and  on  the  power  possessed  by  the 
mind  of  manifesting  these  phenomena,  we  may  bestow  the  name  of 
the  Regulative  Faculty.  This  faculty  corresponds  in  some  measure 
to  what,  in  the  Aristotelic  philosophy,  was  called  News,  —  vops  (in- 
tel/ectusy  mens),  when  strictly  employed,  being  a  term,  in  that  phi- 
losophy, for  the  place  of  principles,  —  the  locus  principiorum.  It 
is  analogous,  likewise,  to  the  term  Reason,  as  occasionally  used  by 
some  of  the  older  English  philosophers,  and  to  the  Vernunft  (rea- 
son) in  the  philosophy  of  Kant,  Jacobi,  and  others  of  the  recent 
German  metaphysicians,  and  from  them  adopted  into  France  and 
England.  It  is  also  nearly  convertible  with  what  I  conceive  to  be 
Reid's,  and  certainly  Stewart's,  notion  of  Common  Sense.  This, 
the  last  general  faculty  which  I  would  distinguish  under  the  Cog- 
nitive Faculty,  is  thus  what  I  would  call  the  Regulative  or  Legisla- 
tive, —  its  synonyms  being  NoS$,  Intellect,  or  Common  Sense. 
You  will  observe  that  the  term  faculty  can  be  applied  to  the 
class  of  phenomena  here  collected  under  one 
The  term  Faculty  name,  only  in  a  very  different  signification  from 
bkto^norcom"  what  'lt  bears  when  appUed  to  the  preceding 
powers.  For  vovs,  intelligence  or  common  sense, 
meaning  merely  the  complement  of  the  funda- 
mental principles  or  laws  of  thought,  is  not  properly  a  faculty,  that 
is,  it  is  not  an  active  power  at  all.  As  it  is,  however,  not  a  capac- 
ity, it  is  not  easy  to  see  by  what  other  word  it  can  be  denoted. 

Such  are  the  six  special  Faculties  of  Cognition;  —  1°,  The  Ac- 
quisitive or  Presentative  or  Receptive  Faculty  divided  into  Percep- 


These  constitute  the 
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tion  and  Self-Consciousness ;  2°,  The  Conservative  or  Retentive  Fac- 
ulty, Memory ;  3°,  The  Reproductive  or  Revo- 
cative  Faculty,  subdivided  into  Suggestion  and 
L^toofoo^iuoii.  Reminiscence;  4#,  The  Representative  Faculty 
or  Imagination;  5°,  The  Elaborative  Faculty 
or  Comparison,  Faculty  of  Relations;  and,  6°,  The  Regulative 
or  Legislative  Faculty,  Intellect  or  Intelligence  Proper,  Common 
Sense.  Besides  these  faculties,  there  are,  I  conceive,  no  others; 
and,  in  the  sequel,  I  .shall  endeavor  to  show  you,  that  while  these 
are  attributes  of  mind  not  to  be  confounded, — not  to  be  analyzed  into- 
each  other,  —  the  other  faculties  which  have  been  devised  by  philoso- 
phers are  either  factitious  and  imaginary,  or  easily  reducible  to 
these. 

The  following  is  a  tabular  view  of  the  distribution  of  the  Special 
Faculties  of  Knowledge : 


8 


i 

a 


t  T^-on+.+iw*  ( External  =  Perception. 

I.  Preventative  }  Internal  .  Self^nsciousness. 

II.  Conservative  =  Memory. 

tit  T>~~~A~~*t„A  \  Without  will  =  Suggestion. 

III.  Reproductive  j  W|th  wiU  _  ^^conce. 

IV.  Representative  =  Imagination. 

V.  Elaborative  ■*  Comparison, — Faculty  of  Relations. 

VI.  Regulative  =  Reason, — Common  Sense. 


LECTURE    XXI. 

THE  PRESENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

I.  PERCEPTION.  —  REID'S   HISTORICAL  VIEW  OP  THE   THEORIES  OF  PERCEPTION. 

Having  concluded  the  consideration  of  Consciousness  as  the 
common  condition  of  the  mental  phaenomena, 
and  of  those  more  general  phaenomena  which 
pertain  to  consciousness  as  regarded  in  this  universal  relation,  I 
proceeded,  in  our  last  Lecture,  to  the  discussion  of  consciousness 
viewed  in  its  more  particular  modifications,  —  that  is,  to  the  discus- 
sion of  the  Special  powers,  —  the  Special  Faculties  and  Capacities 
of  Mind.  And,  having  called  to  your  recollection  the  primary  dis- 
tribution of  the  mental  phenomena  into  three  great  classes,  —the 
phaenomena  included  under  our  general  faculty  of  Knowledge,  or 
Thought,  the  phaenomena  included  under  our  general  capacity  of 
Feeling,  or  of  Pleasure  and  Pain,  and  the  phaenomena  included 
under  our  general  power  of  Conation,  that  is,  of  Will  and  Desire, — 
I  passed  on  to  the  consideration  of  the  first  of  these  classes, — 
that  is,  the  phaenomena  of  Knowledge.  This  class  of  phaenomena 
are,  in  strictest  propriety,  mere  modifications  of  consciousness,  being 
consciousness  only  in  different  relations;  and  consciousness  may, 
therefore,  be  regarded  as  the  general  faculty  of  knowledge :  whereas 
the  phaenomena  of  the  other  classes,  though  they  suppose  conscious- 
ness as  the  condition  of  their  manifestation,  inasmuch  as  we  cannot 
feel,  nor  will,  nor  desire,  without  knowing  or  being  aware  that  we 
so  do  or  suffer,  —  these  phaenomena  are,  however,  something  more 
than  mere  modifications  of  consciousness,  seeing  a  new  quality  is 
superadded  to  that  of  cognition. 
I  may  notice,  parenthetically,  the  reason  why  I  frequently  employ 
cognition  -as  a  synonym  of  knowledge.     This 

Employment  ofthe         ^  nQt  done  merely  fQr  the  gake  of  varying  tne 
term  Cognition  vindi-  .  J  ,     .  J     ° 

Cfttedp  expression.     In  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary  to 

have  a  word  of  this  signification,  which  we  can 

use  in  the  plural.    Now  the  term  knowledges  has  waxed  obsolete, 

though  I  think  it  ought  to  be  revived.    It  is  frequently  employed 
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by  Bacon.1  We  must,  therefore,  have  recourse  to  the  term  cogni- 
tion, of  which  the  plural  is  in  common  usage.  But,  in  the  second 
place,  we  must  likewise  have  a  term  for  knowledge,  which  we  can 
employ  adjectively.  The  word  knowledge  itself  has  no  adjective, 
for  the  participle  knowing  is  too  vague  and  unemphatio  to  be  em* 
ployed,  at  least  alone.  But  the  substantive  cognition  has  the  ad- 
jective cognitive.  Thus,  in  consequence  of  having  a  plural  and  an 
adjective,  cognition  is  a  word  we  cannot  possibly  dispense  with  in 
psychological  discussion.  It  would  also  be  convenient,  in  the  third 
place,  for  psychological  precision  and  emphasis,  to  use  the  word  to 
cognize  in  connection  with  its  noun  cognition,  as  we  use  the  decom- 
pound to  recognize  in  connection  with  its  noun  recognition.  But  in 
this  instance  the  necessity  is  not  strong  enough 
Condition  nnder  to  warrant  our  doing  what  custom  has  not  done, 
which    the   employ-      You  will  notice,  such  an  innovation  is  always 

ment  of  new  terms  in  A  _       ,  * 

philosophy  is  allow-  a  question  of  circumstances;  and  though  I 
able.  would  not  subject  Philosophy  to  Rhetoric  more 

than  Gregory  the  Great  would  Theology  to 
Grammar,  still,  without  an  adequate  necessity,  I  should  always  rec- 
ommend you,  in  your  English  compositions,  to  prefer  a  word  of 
Saxon  to  a  word  of  Greek  or  Latin  derivation.  It  would  be  absurd 
to  sacrifice  meaning  to  its  mode  of  utterance,  —  to  make  thought 
subordinate  to  its  expression ;  but  still  where  no  higher  authority, 
no  imperious  necessity,  dispenses  with  philological  precepts, 
these,  as  themselves  the  dictates  of  reason  and  philosophy,  ought 
to  be  punctiliously  obeyed.  «*  It  is  not  in  language,"  says  Leibnitz, 
"that  we  ought  to  play  the  puritan;"8  but  it  is  not  either  for  the 
philosopher  or  the  theologian  to  throw  off  all  deference  to  the  laws 
of  language, — to  proclaim  of  their  doctrines, 

"  Mysteria  tanta 
Turpe  est  grammaticis  submittere  colla  captetris."  * 

*The  general  right  must  certainly  be  asserted  to  the  philosopher  of 
usurping  a  peculiar  language,  if  requisite  to  express  his  peculiar 
analyses ;  but  he  ought  to  remember  that  the  exercise  of  this  right, 
us  odious  and  suspected,  is  strictissimi  juris,  and  that,  to  avoid  the 
$>ains  and  penalties  of  grammatical  recusancy,  he  must  always  be 
*ble  to  plead  a  manifest  reason  of  philosophical  necessity.4  But  to 
return  from  this  digression. 

l  See  above,  p.  40.— Ed.  *  Buchanan,  Franciscan**,  1.  682. — Ed. 

S  JJnvorgreiffliche  Oedancken  betreffend  die  Aw-  *  00%  yp*u  oi  iv  ry  TOi£8f  xppefomtp 

•Vbung  und  Verbesserung  der  Teutsehen  Sprache.  ru>v  \6yu>v  frnjpcrcu,  ttXA'  of  \6yoi  ol  W" 

Opera,  (edit  Dutens),  vol.  vi.  pan  ii.  p.  18.  rtpot  &<nrtp  oIk4tcu.—  Plato.]    [TheietetnR, 

—Ed.  p.  178  —Ed.]    [u  Uao  enim neoessario  axtoi>> 
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Having,  I  say,  recalled  to  your  observation  the  primary  distribu- 
tion of  the  mental  phenomena  into  these  three  classes,  —  a  distribu- 
tion which,  you  will  remember,  I  stated  to  you,  was  first  promulgated 
by  Kant,  —  I  proceeded  to  the  subdivision  of  the  first  class  of  the 
general  faculty  of  knowledge  into  its  various  special  faculties,  —  a 
subdivision,  I  noticed,  for  the  defects  of  which  I  am  individually 
accountable.  But,  before  displaying  to  you  a  general  view  of  my 
scheme  of  distribution,  I  first  informed  you  what  is  meant  by  a 
power  of  mind,  active  or  passive ;  in  other  words,  what  is  meant  by 
a  mental  faculty  or  a  mental  capacity ;  and  this  both  in  order  to 
afford  you  fe  clear  conception  of  the  matter,  and,  likewise,  to  obvi- 
ate some  frivolous  objections  which  have  been  made  to  such  an 
analysis,  or  rather  to  such  terms.  9 

The  phenomena  of  mind  are  never  presented  to  usdindecomposed)    ^^«*™/ 

and  simple,  that  is,  we  are  never  conscious  of 
Phenomena  of  mind      any  modification  of  mind  which  is  not  made  up 
tion  of  many  elementary  modes;  but  these  simple 

modes  we  are  able  to  distinguish,  by  abstrac- 
tion, as  separate  forms  or  qualities  of  our  internal  life,  since,  in 
different  states  of  mind,  they  are  given  in  different  proportions  and 
combinations.  Wq  are  thus  able  to  distinguish  as  simple,  by  an 
ideal  abstraction  and  analysis,  what  is  never  actually  given  except 
in  composition;  precisely  as  we  distinguish  color  from  extension, 
though  color  is  never  presented  to  us  apart,  nay,  cannot  even  be 
conceived  as  actually  separable,  from  extension.  The  aim  of  the 
psychologist  is  thus  to  analyze,  by  abstraction,  the  mental  phe- 
nomena into  those  ultimate  or  primary  qualities,  which,  in  their 
combination,  constitute  the  concrete  complexities  of  actual  thoughts 
If  the  simple  constituent  phenomenon  be  a  mental  activity,  we 
give  to  the  active  power  thus  possessed  by  the  mind  of  eliciting 
such  elementary  energy  the  name  of  faculty;  whereas,  if  the  simple 
or  constituent  phenomenon  be  a  mental  passivity,  we  give  to  the 
passive  power  thus  possessed  by  the  mind  of  receiving  such  an 
elementary  affection,  the  name  of  capacity.  Thus  it  is  that  there 
are  just  as  many  simple  faculties  as  there  are  ultimate  activities 
of  mind ;  as  many  simple  capacities  as  there  are  ultimate  passivities 
of  mind ;  and  it  is  consequently  manifest  that  a  system  of  the 
mental  powers  can  never  be  final  and  complete,  until  we  have 
accomplished  a  full  and  accurate  analysis  of  the  various  funda- 
mental phenomena  of  our  internal  life.    And  what  does  such  an 

quenda  sunt  a  saptente,  quasi  monstra  mon-      pugnemus."    ScaHger,  InArist.  De  Plant. y  lib. 
stris,   absurda  absurdfe,   inepta   ineptis,  ut      ii.]  [f.l8o&,ed.  1666.  —  Ed.] 
mseitic  minutissimas  latebras  vestigatas  ex- 

36 
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analysis  suppose?    Manifestly  three  conditions:  1°,  That  no  phe- 
nomenon be  assumed  as  elementary  which  can 
Three  rai*  of  psy-      ^  resolved  into  8impier  principles;  2°,  That 

chological  analysis.  r         r  r        7 

no  elementary  phenomenon  be  overlooked ; 
and,  3°,  That  no  imaginary  element  be  interpolated. 

These  are  the  rules  which  ought  evidently  to  govern  our  psy- 
chological analyses.     I   could  show,  however, 
These  bave  not  been      tnat  these  have  been  more  or  less  violated  in 
kk  every  attempt  that  has  been  made  at  a  determi- 

nation of  the  constituent  elements  of  thought ; 
for  philosophers  have  either  stopped  short  of  the  primary  phe- 
nomenon, or  they  have  neglected  it,  or  they  have  substituted 
another  in  its  room.  I  decline,  however,  at  present,  an  articulate 
criticism  of  the  various  systems  of  the  human  powers  proposed 
by  philosophers,  as  this  would,  in  your  present  stage  of  advance- 
ment, tend  rather  to  confuse  than  to  inform  you,  and,  moreover, 
would  occupy  a  longer  time  than  we  are  in  a  condition  to  afford :  I 
therefore  pass  on  to  a  summaiy  recapitulation  of  the  distribution 
of  the  cognitive  faculties  given  in  last  Lecture.  It  is  evident  that 
such  a  distribution,  as  the  result  of  an  analysis,  cannot  be  appre- 
ciated until  the  analysis  itself  be  understood ;  ajid  this  can  only  be 
understood  after  the  discussion  of  the  several  faculties  and  ele- 
mentary phenomena  has  been  carried  through.  You  are,  there- 
fore, at  present  to  look  upon  this  scheme  as  little  more  than  a  table 
of  contents  to  the  various  chapters,  under  which  the  phenomena 
of  knowledge  will  be 'considered.  I  now  only  make  a  statement 
of  what  I  shall  subsequently  attempt  to  prove.  The  principle  of 
.the  distribution  is,  however,  of  such  a  nature  that  I  flatter  myself 
it  can,  in  some  measure,  be  comprehended  even  on  its  first  enuncia- 
tion :  for  the  various  elementary  phenomena  and  the  relative  facul« 
ties  which  it  assumes,  are  of  so  notorious  and  necessary  a  char- 
acter, that  they  cannot  possibly  be  refused ;  and,  at  the  same  time, 
they  are  discriminated  from  each  other,  both  by  obvious  contrast, 
and  by  the  fact  that  they  are  manifested  in  different  individuals, 
each  in  very  various  proportions  to  each  other. 

If  a  man  has  a  faculty  of  knowledge  in  general,  and  if  the  con- 
tents of  his  knowledge  be  not  all  innate,  it  is 
Faculties  °of°Knowi-      evident  that  he  must  have  a  special  faculty  of 
edge  from  Conscious-      acquiring  it,  —  an  acquisitive  faculty.     But  to 
»««•  acquire  knowledge  is  to  receive  an  object  within 

i.  The  Acquisitive      ^  gpnere  0f  our  consciousness ;  in  other  words, 

Faculty.  r  .     .  *  .  .7 

to  present  it,  as  existing,  to  the  knowing  mind. 
This  Acquisitive  Faculty  may,  therefore,  be  also   called  a  Recep* 
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"tive  or  Presentative  Faculty.  The  latter  term,  Presentative  Fac- 
ulty, I  use,  as  you  will  see,  in  contrast  and  correlation  to  a  Repre- 
sentative Faculty,  of  which  I  am  immediately  to  speak.  That 
the  acquisition  of  knowledge  is  an  ultimate  phenomenon  of 
mind,  and  an  acquisitive  faculty  a  necessary  condition  of  the  pos- 
session of  knowledge,  will  not  be  denied.  This  faculty  is  the 
faculty  of  experience,  and  affords  us  exclusively  all  the  knowledge 
we  possess  a  posteriori,  that  is,  our  whole  contingent  knowledge, — 
our  whole  knowledge  of  fact.  It  is  subdivided  into  two,  according 
as  its  object  is  external  or  internal.  In  the  former  case  it  is  called 
External  Perception,  or  simply  Perception ;  in  the  latter,  Internal 
Perception,  Reflex  Perception,  Internal  Sense,  or  more  properly, 
Self-Consciousness.  Reflection,  if  limited  to  its  original  and  cor- 
rect signification,  will  be  an  expression  for  self-consciousness  atten- 
tively applied  to  its  objects,  —  that  is,  for  self-consciousness  con- 
centrated on  the  mental  phenomena. 
In  the  second  place,  the  faculty  of  acquisition  enables  us  to 

know,  —  to  cognize  an  object,  when  actually 
a  Uv  ^i  CoD8enra'      presented  within  the  sphere  of  external  or  of 

internal  consciousness.  But  if  our  knowledge 
of  that  object  terminated  when  it  ceased  to  exist,  or  to  exist  within 
the  sphere  of  consciousness,  our  knowledge  would  hardly  deserve 
the  name;  for  what  we  actually  perceive  by  the  faculties  of  external 
and  of  internal  perception,  is  but  an  infinitesimal  part  of  the  knowl- 
edge which  we  actually  possess.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  that  we 
have  not  only  a  faculty  to  acquire,  but  a  faculty  to  keep  posses- 
sion of  knowledge ;  in  short,  a  Conservative  or  Retentive  Faculty. 
This  is  Memory  strictly  so  denominated ;  that  is,  the  simple  power 
of  retaining  the  knowledge  we  have  once  acquired.  This  conserva- 
tion, it  is  evident,  must  be  performed  without  an  act  of  conscious- 
ness,—  the  immense  proportion  of  our  acquired  and  possessed 
riches  must  lie  beyond  the  sphere  of  actual  cognition.  What  at 
any  moment  we  really  know,  or  are  really  conscious  of,  forms  an 
almost  infinitesimal  fraction  of  what  at  any  moment  we  are  capable 
of  knowing. 
Now,  this  being  the  case,  we  must,  in  the  third  place,  possess  a 

faculty  of  calling  out  of  unconsciousness  into  liv- 
iii.  Th«  ifcprodoo.      .       con8ciousne8g  the  materials  laid  up  by  the 

tive  Faculty.  °  i       v 

conservative  faculty,  or  memory.  This  act  of 
calling  out  of  memory  into  consciousness,  is  not  identical  with  the 
act  of  conservation.  They  are  not  even  similar  or  proportional ; 
and  yet,  strange  to  say,  they  have  always,  or  almost  always,  in  the 
analyses  of  philosophers,  been  considered    as  inseparable.     The 
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faculty  of  which  this  act  of  revocation  is  the  energy,  I  call  the 
Reproductive.  It  is  governed  by  the  laws  of  Mental  Association, 
or  rather  these  laws  are  the  conditions  of  this  faculty  itself.  If  it 
act  spontaneously  and  without  volition  or  deliberate  intention, 
Suggestion  is  its  most  appropriate  name ;  if,  on  the  contrary,  it  act 
in  subordination  to  the  will,  it  should  be  called  Reminiscence.  The 
term  Recollection,  if  not  used  as  a  synouym  for  reminiscence,  may 
be  employed  indifferently  for  both. 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  general  capability  of  knowledge  neces- 
sarily requires  that,  besides  the  power  of  evok- 

tatiT  F^uif*1*"*611       *n£  out  °^  uncon8Ciousness  one  portion  of  our 

retained  knowledge  in  preference  to  another, 
we  possess  the  faculty  of  representing  in  consciousness  what  is  thus 
evoked.  I  will,  hereafter,  show  you  that  the  act  of  representation 
in  the  light  of  consciousness,  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  the 
antecedent  act  of  reproduction  or  revocation,  though  they  severally, 
to  a  certain  extent,  infer  each  other.  This  Representative  Faculty 
is  Imagination  or  Phantasy.  The  word  Fancy  is  an  abbreviation 
of  the  latter;  but  with  its  change  of  form,  its  meaning  has  been 
somewhat  modified.  Phantasy,  which  latterly  has  been  little  used, 
was  employed  in  the  language  of  the  older  English  philosophers 
as,  like  its  Greek  original,  strictly  synonymous  with  Imagination. 
In  the  fifth  place,  these  four  acts  of  acquisition,  conservation, 

reproduction,  and  representation,  form  a  class 
plniJT  Elab°rative      of  faculties  which  we  may  call  the  Subsidiary, 

as  furnishing  the  materials  to  a  higher  faculty, 
the  function  of  which  is  to  elaborate  these  materials.  This  elabora- 
tive  or  discursive  faculty  is  Comparison ;  for  under  comparison 
may  be  comprised  all  the  acts  of  Synthesis  and  Analysis,  Generali- 
zation and  Abstraction,  Judgment  and  Reasoning.  Comparison, 
or  the  Elaborative  or  Discursive  Faculty,  corresponds  to  the  Atowxa 
of  the  Greeks,  to  the  Verstand  of  the  Germans.  This  faculty  is 
Thought  Proper;  and  Logic,  as  we  shall  see,  is  the  science  con- 
versant about  its  laws. 

In  the  sixth  plade,  the  previous  faculties  are  all  conversant  about 

facts  of  experience,  —  acquired   knowledge, — 
^*  ™e  KefruUtlve      knowledge  a  posteriori.    All  such  knowledge 

is  contingent.  But  the  mind  not  only  possesses 
contingently  a  great  apparatus  of  a  posteriori,  adventitious,  knowl- 
edge; it  possesses  necessarily  a  small  complement  of  a  priori, 
native,  cognitions.  These  a  priori  cognitions  are  the  laws  or  con* 
ditions  of  thought  in  general;  consequently,  the  laws  and  condi- 
tions under  which  our  knowledge  a  posteriori  is  possible. 
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By  the  way,  you  will  please  to  recollect  these  two  relative  ex- 
pressions.   As  used  in  a  psychological  sense,  a 
Knowledge  a  priori      jmo^e^ge  a  posteriori  is  a  synonym  for  knowl- 

And    a  posteriori,   ex-  *  * 

plained-  edge  empirical,  or  from  experience;  and,  con- 

sequently, is  adventitious  to  the  mind,  as  sub- 
sequent to,  and  in  consequence  of,  the  exercise  of  its  faculties  of 
observation.    Knowledge  a  priori,  on  the  contrary,  called  likewise 
native,  pure,  or  transcendental  knowledge,  embraces  those  princi- 
ples which,  as  the  conditions  of  the  exercise  of  its  faculties  of 
observation  and  thought,  are,  consequently,  not  the  result  of  that 
exercise.     True  it  is  that,  chronologically  considered,  our  a  priori 
is  not  antecedent  to  our  a  posteriori  knowledge ;  for  the  internal 
conditions  of  experience  can  only  operate  when  an  object  of  expe- 
rience has  been  presented.    In  the  order  of  time  our  knowledge, 
therefore,  may  be  said  to  commence  with  experience,  but  to  have 
its  principle  antecedently  in  the  mind.     Much  as  has  been  written 
on  this  matter  by  the  greatest  philosophers,  this 
delation  of  our      all-important  doctrine  has  never  been  so  well 
°°W   JT    w^1*         stated  as  in  an  unknown  sentence  of  an  old 

ence, — now  best  ex- 

and  now  forgotten  thinker:  "Cognitio  omnis 
a  mente  primam  originem,  a  sensibus  exordium 
habet  primum."1  These  few  words  are  worth  many  a  modern 
volume  of  philosophy.  You  will  observe  the  felicity  of  the  ex- 
pression. The  whole  sentence  has  not  a  superfluous  word,  and  yet 
is  absolute  and  complete.  Mens,  the  Latin  term  for  vovs,  is  the 
best  possible  word  to  express  the  intellectual  source  of  our  a  priori 
principles,  and  is  well  opposed  to  sensus.  But  the  happiest  con- 
trast is  in  the  terms  origo  and  exordium;  the  former  denoting  pri- 
ority in  the  order  of  existence,  the  latter  priority  in  the  order  of 
time. 

But  to  return  whence  I  have  diverged.  These  a  priori  princi- 
ples form  one  of  the  most  remarkable  and  peculiar  of  the  mental 
phenomena ;  and  we  must  class  them  under  the  head  of  a  common 
power  or  principle  of  the  mind.  This  power,  —  what  I  would  call 
the  Regulative  Faculty,  —  corresponding  to  the  Greek  vov?  when 
used  as  the  locus  principiorumy  may  be  denominated  Reason,  using 
that  word  in  the  sense  in  which;  as  opposed  to  Reasoning,  it  was 
applied  by  some  of  the  older  English  writers,  and  by  Kant,  Jacobi, 
and  others  of  the  more  modern  German  philosophers.  It  may  also 
be  considered  as  equivalent  to  the  term  Common  Sense,  in  the 
more  correct  acceptation  of  this  expression. 

1  [Patricias,  JVtoa  <ie  Vnwtrtis  Pkilosopkia,  p.  1.] 
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The  general  faculty  of  knowledge  is  thus,  according  to  this  distri- 
bution, divided  into  six  special  faculties:  first,  the  Acquisitive, 
Presentative,  or  Receptive;  second,  the  Conservative;  third  the 
Reproductive;  fourth,  the  Representative;  fifth,  the  Elaborative; 
and  sixth,  the  Regulative.  The  first  of  these,  the  Acquisitive,  is 
again  subdivided  into  two  faculties,  —  Perception  and  Self-Con- 
sciousness; the  third  into  Suggestion  and  Reminiscence;  and  the 
fifth  may  likewise  admit  of  subdivisions,  into  Conception,  Judg- 
ment, and  Reasoning,  which,  however,  as  merely  applications  of 
the  same  act  in  different  degrees,  hardly  warrant  a  distinction 
into  separate  faculties. 

Having  thus  varied,  amplified,  and  abridged  the  outline  which 

I  gave  you  in  my  last  Lecture  of  the  several 

The  special  faculties      con8tituents  of  the  class  of  Cognitive  Facul- 

of  Knowledge,    con-  .  ,  ,  . 

aidered  in  detail.  tie8>  *  now  proceed,  to  consider  these  faculties 

in  detail. 

Perception,  or  the  consciousness  of  external  objects,  is  the  first 

power  in  order.    And,  in  treating  of  this  faculty, 

i.  The  Preventative      —  the  faculty  on  which  turns  the  whole  ques- 

Facuity— Perception.      tion  of  Idealism  and  Realism,  —  it  is  perhaps 

tone*  survey  o        proper,  in  the  first  place,  to  take  an  historical 

to    Perception,  pro-      survey   of  the   hypotheses    of  philosophers  in 

posed.  regard  to  Perception.    In   doing  this,  I  shall 

particularly  consider  the  views  which  Reid  has 

given  of  these  hypotheses:  his  authority  on  this  the  most  important 

part  of  his  philosophy  is  entitled  to  high  respect ;  and  it  is  requisite 

to  point  out  to  you,  both  in  what  respects  he  has  misrepresented 

others,  and  in  what  been  misrepresented  himself. 

Before  commencing  this  survey,  it  is  proper  to  state,  in  a  few 
words,  the  one,  the  principal,  point  in  regard 
The  principal  point      to  wnich  opinions  vary.     The  grand  distinction 
tLiT  on  ww  h eTCC^-      °^  phfr°sopher9  is  determined  by  the  alternat- 
ions vary,  tive  they  adopt  on  the  question,  — Is  our  per- 
ception, or  our  consciousness  of  external  objects, 
mediate  or  immediate? 

As  we  have  seen,  those  who  maintain  our  knowledge  of  external 
objects  to  be  immediate,  accept  implicitly  the  datum  of  conscious- 
ness which  gives  as  an  ultimate  fact,  in  this  act,  an  ego  immediately 
known,  and  a  non-ego  immediately  known.  Those  again  who  deny 
that  an  external  object  can  be  immediately  known,  do  not  accept 
one-half  of  the  fact  of  consciousness,  but  substitute  some  hypoth- 
esis in  its  place,  —  not,  however,  always  the  same.  Consciousness 
declares  that  we  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of  a  non-ego,  and 
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of  an  external  non-ego.    Now,  of  the  philosophers  who  reject  this 

fact,  some   admit   oar  immediate    knowledge  of  a  non-ego,  but 

not  of  an  external  non-ego.    They  do  not  limit 

Two  gmnd  hypoth-      ^xe  consciousness  or  immediate  knowledge  of 

esea  of  Mediate  Per-  .     ,  ,  °.    . 

oeptimim  the  mind   to  its  own   modes,  but    conceiving 

it  impossible  for  the  external  reality  to  be 
brought  within  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  they  hold  that  it  is 
represented  by  a  vicarious  image,  numerically  different  from  mind, 
but  situated  somewhere,  either  in  the  brain  or  mind,  within  the 
sphere  of  consciousness.  Others,  again,  deny  to  the  mind  not  only 
any  consciousness  of  an  external  non-ego,  but  of  a  non-ego  at  all, 
and  hold  that  what  the  mind  immediately  perceives,  and  mistakes 
for  an  external  object,  is  only  the  ego  itself  peculiarly  modified. 
These  two  are  the  only  generic  varieties  possible  of  the  representa- 
tive hypothesis.  And  they  have  each  their  respective  advantages 
and  disadvantages.  They  both  equally  afford  a  basis  for  idealism. 
On  the  former,  Berkeley  established  his  Theological,  on  the  latter, 
Fichte  his  Anthropological  Idealism.  Both  violate  the  testimony 
of  consciousness,  the  one  the  more  complex  and  the  clumsier,  in 
denying  that  we  are  conscious  of  an  external  non-ego,  though 
admitting  that  we  are  conscious  of  a  non-ego  within  the  sphere 
of  consciousness,  either  in  the  mind  or  brain.  The  other,  the 
simpler  and  more  philosophical,  outrages,  however,  still  more 
flagrantly,  the  veracity  of  consciousness,  in  denying  not  only  that 
we  are  conscious  of  an  external  non-ego,  but  that  we  are  conscious 
of  a  non-ego  at  all. 
Each  of  these  hypotheses  of  a  representative  perception  admits 
of  various  subordinate  hypotheses.  Thus7  the 
Each  of  these  ad-  former,  which  holds  that  the  representative  or 
dinate  hypotheses.  immediate  object  is  a  tertium  quid,  different 

both  from  the  mind  and  from  the  external 
reality,  is  subdivided,  according  as  the  immediate  object  is  viewed 
as  material,  as  immaterial,  or  as  neither,  or  as  both,  as  something 
physical  or  as  something  hyperphysical,  as  propagated  from  the 
external  object,  as  generated  in  the  medium,  or  as  fabricated  in 
the  soul  itself ;  and  this  latter  either  in  the  intelligent  mind  or  in 
the  animal  life,  as  infused  by  God  or  by  angels,  or  as  identical  with 
the  divine  substance,  and  so  forth.  In  the  latter,  the  representative 
modification  hns  been  regarded  either  as  factitious,  that  is,  a  mere 
product  of  mind ;  or  as  innate,  that  is,  as  independent  of  any 
mental  energy.1 

1  Sec  Reid's  Works,  Note  C,  p.  816—819.  —  Va> 
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I  must  return  on  this  subject  more  articulately,  when  I  hare 

finished  the  historical  survey.      At  present  I   only  beg  to  call 

your  attention  to  two  facts  which  it  is  neces- 

Historioal  lurrey  of  ^  bear  m  mind  .  the  firgt  TegSir^B  a  migtake 

opinion*  in  regard  to  *  ■?»   •  i      i  •.  •       ,         ~n  -■    * 

Perception.  °*  Raid,  the  second  a  mistake  of  Brown ;  and  the 

proper  understanding  of  these  will  enable  you 
easily  to  apprehend  how  they  have  both  wandered  so  widely  from 
the  truth. 
Reid,1  who,  as  I  shall  hereafter  endeavor  to  show  you,  probably 

holds  the  doctrine  of  an  Intuitive  or  Immediate 

Rpid  did  not  dis-      Perception,  never  generalized,  never  articulately 

of  gthe  ^^nutrTe      understood,  the  distinction  of  the  two  forms  of 

brpotheais.  the  Representative  Hypothesis.    This  was  the 

cause  of  the  most  important  errors  on  his  part. 
In  the  first  place,  it  prevented  him  from  drawing  the  obtrusive 
and  vital  distinction  between  Perception,  to  him  a  faculty  imme- 
diately cognitive,  or  presentative  of  external  objects  and  the  facul- 
ties of  Imagination  and  Memory,  in  which  external  objects  can 
only  be  known  to  the  mind  mediately  or  in  a  representation. 
In  the  second  place,  this,  as  we  shall  see,  causes  him  the  greatest 

perplexity,  and  sometimes  leads  him  into  errors 

JSraeW  in  his  history  of  the  o?™011*  of  Previous  phi- 
losophers,  in  regard  to  which  he  has,  indepen- 
dently of  this,  been  guilty  of  various  mistakes.  As  to  Brown, 
again,  he  holds  the  simple  doctrine  of  a  representative  percep- 
tion, —  a  doctrine  which  Reid  does  not  seem  to  have  understood ; 
and  this  opinion  he  not  only  holds  himself  but  attributes,  with  one 
or  two  exceptions,  to  all  modern  philosophers,  nay,  even  to  Reid 
himself,  whose  philosophy  he  thus  maintains  to  be  one  great  blun- 
der, both  in  regard  to  the  new  truths  it  professes  to  establish,  and 
to  the  old  errors  it  professes  to  refute.  It  turns  out,  however,  that 
Brown  in  relation  to  Reid  is  curiously  wrong  from  first  to  last,  — 
not  one  of  Reid's  numerous  mistakes,  historical  and  philosophical, 
does  he  touch,  far  less  redargue ;  whereas  in  every  point  on  which 
jhe  assails  Reid,  he  himself  is  historically  or  philosophically  in  error. 
I  meant  to  have  first  shown  you  Reid's  misrepresentations  of 
the  opinions  of  other  philosophers,  and  then  to  have  shown  you 
Brown's  misrepresentations  of  Reid.  I  find  it  better  to  effect  both 
purposes  together,  which,  having  now  prepared  you  by  a  statement 
of  Brown's  general  error,  it  will  not,  I  hope,  be  difficult  to  do. 

1  8ee  the  Author's  Discussions,  p.  89,  et  stq.,  and  his  Supplementary  Dfawrtationa  to  ReM» 
Notes  Band  C.  — Ed. 
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This  being  premised,  I  now  proceed  to  follow  Reid  through  his  his- 
torical view  and  scientific  criticism  of  the  vari- 
Rrfd'i    historical      OXSB  theories  of  Perception;  and  I  accordingly 
T**of If  ^r      commence  with  the  Platonic.     In  this,  how- 

of  Perception.      The  m  . 

Platonic.  ever,  he  is  unfortunate,  for  the  simile  of  the  cave 

which  is  applied  by  Plato  in  the  seventh  book 
of  the  Republic,  was  not  intended  by  him  as  an  illustration  of  the 
mode  of  our  sensible  perception  at  all.  "Plato,"  says  Reid,1  "illus- 
trates our  manner  of  perceiving  the  objects  of  sense,  in  this  man- 
ner. He  supposes  a  dark  subterraneous  cave,  in  which  men  lie 
bound  in  such  a  manner  that  they  can  direct  their  eyes  only  to  one 
part  of  the  cave :  far  behind,  there  is  a  light,  some  rays  of  which 
come  over  a  wall  to  that  part  of  the  cave  which  is  before  the  eyes 
of  our  prisoners.  A  number  of  persons,  variously  employed,  pass 
between  them  and  the  light,  whose  shadows  are  seen  by  the  pris- 
oners, but  not  the  persons  themselves. 

"  In  this  manner,  that  philosopher  conceived  that,  by  our  senses, 

we  perceive  the  shadows  of  things  only,  and  not  things  themselves. 

He  seems  to  have  borrowed  his  notions  on  this  subject  from  the 

Pythagoreans,  and  they  very  probably  from  Pythagoras  himself. 

If  we  make  allowance  for  Plato's  allegorical  genius,  his  sentiments 

on  this  subject  correspond  very  well  with  those  of  his  scholar 

Aristotle,  and  of  the  Peripatetics.     The  shadows  of  Plato  may 

very  well  represent  the  species  and  phantasms  of  the  Peripatetic 

school,  and  the  ideas  and  impressions  of  modern  philosophers." 

Reid's  account  of  the  Platonic  theory  of  perception  is  utterly 

wrong.*     Plato's  simile  of  the  cave  he  com- 

Heid  wrong  in  re-      pletely  misapprehends.     By  his  cave,  images, 

gmrd  to  the  Piatoaio      and  shadows,  this  philosopher  intended  only  to 

and"7  nlT^ta^d.      aiu8trate  the  &***>  principle  of  his  philosophy, 

Plato's  simile  o{  the      tnat  tne  sensible  or  dctypal  world,  — the  world 

cave.  phenomenal,  transitory,  ever  becoming  but  never 

being  (del  ytyvo/Acvov,  firjSarort  ov),  stands  to  the 

noetic  or  archetypal  world, — the  world   substantial,  permanent 

(oVroj?  &v),  in  the  same  relation  of  comparative  unreality,  in  which 

the  shadows  of  the  images  of  sensible  existences  themselves,  stand 

to  the  objects  of  which  they  are  the  dim  and  distant  adumbrations. 

The  Platonic  theory  of  these  two  worlds  and  their  relations,  is 

accurately  stated  in  some  splendid  verses  of 

Fracastorius,  —  a  poet  hardly  inferior  to  Virgil, 

and  a  philosopher  far  superior  to  his  age. 

1  Worib,  p.  262. — Ed.  s  See  the  Author's  note,  RridT*  Wark*%  p.  262.  —  Ed. 
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"  An  needs,  quactraque  helc  sunt,  quae  hac  nocte  tegmrtur, 
Omnia  res  prorsas  yens  non  ease,  Bed  umbras, 
Ant  specula,  nude  ad  nos  aliena  elucet  Imago? 
Terra  quftdem,  et  maria  alta,  atque  his  clrcumflunf  aer, 
Et  que  conslttnnt  ex  lis,  djbc  omnia  tenueia 
Sunt  ombre,  humanos  qnte  tanqnam  somnia  qnasdam 
Pertingunt  aoimos,  fallaci  et  imagine  ludunt, 
Nunquam  eadem,  fluxn  semper  variata  perenni. 
Sol  autem,  Lunaeque  globus,  fulgentiaque  astra 
Cartera,  sint  quamris  meliori  pnedita  vita, 
Et  donata  aevo  immortali,  haec  ipsa  tamen  sunt 
JEteroi  specula,  In  qua)  animus,  qui  est  inde  profectos, 
Inspiciens,  patriae  quodam  quasi  tactus  amore, 
Ardescit.    Yerum  quoniam  helc  non  perstet  et  ultra 
Nescio  quid  sequitur  secum,  tacitusque  requirit, 
Nosse  licet  drcum  haec  ipsum  conslstere  rerun 
Non  flnem :  sed  enlm  esse  allud  quid,  cujus  imago 
Splendet  in  lis,  quod  per  se  ipsum  est,  et  princlpium  esse 
Omnibus  seternum,  ante  omnem  numerumque  diemque; 
In  quo  alium  Solem  atque  aliam  splendesoere  Lunam 
Adsplcias,  aliosque  orbes,  alia  astra  manere, 
Terramqne,  fluriosque  alios,  atque  aera,  et  ignem, 
Et  nemora,  atque  aliis  erraxe  animalia  silvis." 1 

Now,  as  well  might  it  be  said  of  these  verses,  that  they  are  in- 
tended to  illustrate  a  theory  of  perception,  as  of  Plato's  care.  Bat 
not  only  is  Reid  wrong  in  regard  to  the  meaning  of  the  cave,  he  is 
curiously  wrong  in  regard  to  Plato's  doctrine,  at  least  of  vision. 
For  so  far  was  Plato  from  holding  that  we  only  perceive  in  conse- 
quence of  the  representations  of  objects  being  thrown  upon  the  per- 
cipient mind, —  he,  on  the  contrary,  maintained,  in  the  TimcBus?  that, 
in  vision,  a  percipient  power  of  the  sensible  soul  sallies  out  towards 
the  object,  the  images  of  which  it  carries  back  into  the  eye, — an 
opinion,  by  the  way,  held  likewise  by  EmpedocleB,8  Alexander  of 

1  These  lines  are  giren  in  tbe  Author*  note,  do,  lib.  v.  Cf.  EmpedodU  Fngmtnta,  ed.  Stun, 

BmuPm  Worts,  p.  288,  and  occur  in  the  Carmen,  p.  416.    Stallbanm,  In  Flat.  TSmaxtm.  p.  46. 

ad  M.  Antomwn  Flaminium  et  GaUatium  Flori-  Burateleus  thus  states  Plato*  doctrine  of  ris- 

montium  —  Opera,  Venet,  1684, 1 206. — Ed.  Ion :  "  Virionem  Plato  fieri  tenth  at  oonli  ex 

IP.  46.— Ed.  se  natunun  quandam  luoJdam  habeant,  ex 

8  "  Visionem  fieri  per  extramusionem  "  (as  qna  visivi  radii  effluentes  in  extremam  acris 

opposed  to  the  uitromiseionem  of  Democritas,  lnoem  ohjeotss  re!  imaginem  adducant,  et  in 

Leucippus,  and  Epicurus),  "  ait  Empedocles,  anlmo  reprsssentent,  ex  qna  repnesentatione 

eoi  et  Hipparehus  astipalatus  est,  Ita,  nt  radii  fit  visus." — Ibid.  Cf.  Leo  Hebneus,  De  Amon, 

exenntes  quasi  mann  eomprehendant  ima-  Dial.  111.  Chalcidius,  In  Timaum  Ptatonu,  p. 

gines  rerum  qua  visionis  sint  efleot  rices."  888-     See  Bernardus,  Semtnariwn  PkiUuopkia 

Gabriel  Buratellus,  An  lino  Fiat  Extramiuen-  Platonic*,  p.  922. — Ed. 
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Aphrodisias,1  Seneca,8  Cbalcidiua,8  Euclid,4  Ptolemy,'  Alchindus,6  Ga- 
len,7 Lactantius,8  and  Lord  Monboddo.9 

The  account  which  Reid  gives  of  the  Aristotelic  doctrine  is, 
likewise,  very  erroneous.     "Aristotle  seems  to 

Beid'e  account  of  haye  thoQght  that  the  soul  consi8ts  of  two 
the    Aristotello    doo-  ° 

trinc#  parts,  or  rather  that  we  have  two  souls,  —  the 

*  animal  and  the  rational ;  or,  as  he  calls  them,  the 
soul  and  the  intellect.  To  the  first  belong  the  senses,  memory  and 
imagination ;  to  the  last>  judgment,  opinion,  belief,  and  reasoning. 
The  first  we  have  in  common  with  brute  animals ;  the  last  is  pecu- 
liar to  man.  The  animal  soul  he  held  to  be  a  certain  form  of  the 
body,  which  is  inseparable  from  it,  and  perishes  at  death.  To  this 
soul  the  senses  belong ;  and  he  defines  a  sense  to  be  that  which  is 
capable  of  receiving  the  sensible  forms  or  species  of  objects,  without 
any  of  the  matter  of  them ;  as  wax  receives  the  form  of  the  seal 
without  any  of  the  matter  of  it.  The  forms  of  sound,  o(  color,  of 
taste,  and  of  other  sensible  qualities,  are,  in  a  manner,  received  by 
the  senses.  It  seems  to  be  a  necessary  consequence  of  Aristotle's 
doctrine,  that  bodies  are  constantly  sending  forth,  in  all  directions, 
as  many  different  kinds  of  forms  without  matter  as  they  have  dif- 
ferent sensible  qualities ;  for  the  forms  of  color  must  enter  by  the 
eye,  the  forms  of  sound  by  the  ear,  —  and  so  of  the  other  senses. 
This,  accordingly,  was  maintained  by  the  followers  of  Aristotle, 
though  not,  as  far  as  I  know,  expressly  mentioned  by  himself. 
They  disputed  concerning  the  nature  of  those  forms  of  species, 
whether  they  were  real  beings  or  nonentities ;  and  some  held  them 
to  be  of  an  intermediate  nature  between  the  two.  The  whole  doc- 
trine of  the  Peripatetics  and  schoolmen  concerning  forms,  substan- 
tial and  accidental,  and  concerning  the  transmission  of  sensible 
species  from  objects  of  sense  to  the  mind,  if  it  be  at  all  intelligible, 
is  so  far  above  my  comprehension  that  I  should  perhaps  do  it  injus- 
tice by  entering  into  it  more  minutely."10 
In  regard  to  the  statement  of  the  Peripatetic  doctrine  of  species, 

1  In  Arist.  De  Smsu,  f.  95, 96,  edit  Aid.  The  T  De  Plae.  HippocratU  et  Baton* ,  Jib.  Til.  o. 
Conimbriccnses  refer  to  the  (probably  spun-     6  (vol.  r.  p.  216,  edit.  Charter).— Ed. 

ous)  ProbUmata,  (lib.  i.  §  67,  Lat  tr.  60,  ed.  g  De  Opifieio  T*t,  c.  rttl.     Opera,  ii.  (edit. 

Aid. ) — Ed.  1784),  where  Lactantius,  moreover,  denies  the 

2  Nat uralium  Quastionum,  lib.  i.  c  6-7.  necessity  of  visual  species.  See  Conimbricen- 
— E*>-  ses,  as  above,  and  compare  Stallbanm's  note 
'  8  In  Timaum  Ftatonis,  p.  888.  Cf.  p.  829  et  on  tne  Twkbus,  p.  45,  B.— Ed. 

uq.t  (edit.  Leyden,  1617).  —Ed. 

4  See  Conimbrioenses,  In  De  Anima,  lib.  ii.  »  *******  Metapkyna,  vol.  i.  book  ii.  chap. 

C.  vii.  q.  5,  art.  i.  p.  281,  (edit.  1629).  -  Ed.  **•  p.  161.    Cf.  Origin  and  Progreu  of  Language, 

*  See  Conlmbrieenses,  ibid.  —  Ed.  ▼<*•  *•  P-  ^i  (2d  edit.) — Ed. 

0  8ee  Conimbricenses,  ibid.  -'Ed.  %>  Coll.  Works,  p.  267.— Ed. 
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Only  partially  cor- 
rect. 


I  must  observe  that  it  is  correct  only  as  applied  to  the  doctrine 
taught  as  the  Aristotelic  in  the  schools  of  the 
middle  ages ;  and  even  in  these  schools  there  was 
a  large  party  who  not  only  themselves  disavowed 
the  whole  doctrine  of  species,  but  maintained  that  it  received  no 
countenance  from  the  authority  of  Aristotle.1  This  opinion  is. cor- 
rect ;  and  I  could  easily  prove  to  you,  had  we  time,  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  metaphorical  expressions  of  ctSo?  and  twos,  which, 
on  one  or  two  occasions,  he  cursorily  uses,2  to  warrant  the  attribu- 
tion to  him  of  the  doctrine  of  his  disciples.    This  is  even  expressly 


1  [See  Durandus,  In  Sent.,  lib.  it.  dirt.  111. 
Q.  6,  S  9:  "Species  originallter  intraductal 
videntur  esse  propter  sensum  visus,  et  sensi- 

bilfa  illins  sensus Bed  quia  qnldam 

credunt  quod  species  ooloris  in  oculo  represen- 
tat  visui  colorem,  cujus  est  species,  ideo  po- 
nunt  in  intellecta  qaasdam  species  adrepre- 
sentandum  res  at  oognoseantar. 

§  10:  "Hoc  autem  non  reputo  veram  neo 
In  sensu  nee  in  intellect*.  Et  quod  non  sit 
ponere  speclem  in  muu,  patet  sic:— Omne 
illud  per  quod  tanquam  per  representativum 
potent ia  oognitiva  fertur  in  alteram  est  prlmo 
oognltum;  sed  species  coloris  in  ocalo  non 
est  primo  oognita  sea  visa  ab  eo,  Immo  nuUo 
modo  est  visa  ab  eo ;  ergo,  per  ipaam  tanquam 
per  representativum,  visas,  non  fertur  in  al- 
iqnid  alind. 

§  11:  "Qaamvis  enim  color  imprimat  in 
medio  et  in  oculo  suam  speclem  propter  simi- 
lem  dispositionem  diaphaneitatis  qua?  est  in 
eis,  ilia  tamen  nihil  fecit  ad  visionem,  neqae 
visui  representat  colorem  at  videatar. 

S  21 :  "  Sensibilia  secundum  praeeentn  sen- 
sal  cognoscantar  per  sensum,  pata  omnia 
col  o  rata,  et  omnia  lacentia,  quae  secundum 
se  prassentiaHter  objicinntur  visui,  statim  vi- 
dentnr,  quia  unum  est  risivum  et  aliud  eiriitk, 
propter  quod,  eis  approximatis,  statim  aequi- 
tar  vitlo,  a  quocunqoe  sit  (fit?)  effective.  Et 
similiter  est  de  alifa  8enaiba8.,*  Durandus 
thus  reduces  species  to  the  physical  impression 
of  the  external  object,  which  is  unknown  to 
the  mind,  and  not  like  the  object.]  [See 
Conimbricenses,  In  De  Anima,  lib.  il.  o.  vi.  Q. 
2,  p.  188.  The  Conimbricenses  refer  besides 
to  Occam,  Gregory  (Ariminensis),  and  Biel, 
among  the  schoolmen,  as  concurring  with 
Durandus  on  this  point.  The  doctrine  of 
species  was  also  rejected  by  the  Nominalists. 
See  Toletus,  In  De  Anima,  lib.  li.  o.  xii  f.  109, 
(edit  1694.)  Cf.  Plotinus,  Ennead,  iv.  lib.  iii. 
e  xxvi.  p,  891.  (edit.  Basle,  1616) :  Tl  otv ;  el 
ahrii  fjtkv  fivrnjLovtfct,  t£  8<  Iv  vtbfxari  tlvcu, 
r«  ftii  iradap?  tJvm'  dAA'  Sxnttp  vou&tura 


oraparreffdtu  fttWroi  robs  rSsv  aur&vir&v 
rintovs,  Kal  rb  otov  %Zpav  4v  re7  o~4part  vpbs 
to  wapaftcxcff&GU,  jca)  nh  &nr«p  varafifeTv. 
*AAAa  vpSrov  pbv  ol  rinot,  oh  n*y&7i'  ovb* 
Sxnrep  al  ivcQpaylaets,  oW  avrtp*l<r*ist  *, 
Tt/r&reis,  ori  /xji&  a&to-jubs-  j«jo*  &<nr«p  iv 
icnptZ,  AAA*  6  rp&ros  otov  voTjais,  Kal  ix\  rwv 
alffdrrrvv.  See  also  G alen,  De  Plexitis  Hippo- 
cratis  et  Flatonis,  lib.  vii.  o.  Ix.  It  should  be 
observed,  however,  that  the  great  majority  of 
the  schoolmen  attributed  species  both  to  the 
external  and  internal  senses,  and  held  that 
this  was  the  doctrine  of  Aristotle.  To  this 
class  belong  Anselm,  John  of  Damascus,  Au- 
gustin,  Aquinas,  Alenste,  Albertus  Magnus, 
Bonaventura,  Scotus,  Argentines,  Biohardos, 
Capreolus,  Marsilius,  Hervaeus.  and  Jfyidius. 
See  Conimbricenses,  In  De  Anima,  p.  192,  and 
Toletus,  In  De  Anima,  f.  109.  —  Ed.] 

*  See  Ds  Anima,  lib.  ii.  c.  xii.  f  1,  (edit 
Trend.):  KodrfAcv  fte  Ttpl  rd\r»s  al<rfrf)<r*a>s 
5c?  Kafieiv  bri  ^  (xbv  afirdijo'fc  «Vri  rb  Hckti- 
icbv  r&v  altr&nr&v  ttteV  &rcv  ryjs  fays,  otov 
6  Kifpbs  rov  owcrv\lov  &vcv  rod  ai1tf\pov  Kal 
rov  xpwrov  ft€X«T«  rb  arffuiov,  Acyi/3dV«  rb 
rb  xpwow'  fj  rb  %oXkovv  OKipuov,  AAA*  ol>x 
9  Xpwbs  1)  x0^^*  *•  T-  A*  lbiff"  iii-  c-  ii* 
f  8, 4 :  To  yhp  aUr&ryrtipior  b^Krwov  rov  o/c- 
dirrov  4v«w  rr|y  UAijj  cKaffror  9tb  koI  &wcA- 
&6rrmv  r&v  alr&rjr&v  tntffiv  of  al<rfrfi<r€it 
Kal  Qavrafflai  iv  rots  aiffbrrrripiois.  *H  ft* 
rov  cdo'drtrod  iv4pytta  koI  rrjs  al<rd^o-ttf$  ^ 
afirri  (i4v  iari  Kal  frfa,  rb  5*  clycu  ov  rabrbr 
abrais.  C£  De  Memoria  et  Reminiscentia%  o. 
!.,  and  De.  An.,  lib.  ii.  c.  iv.;  lib.  iii.  c  viii— 
Ed.  [On  Aristotle's  doctrine  in  these  pas- 
sages; see  Gassendi,  Syntng.  Philos.  Physica,  s. 
iii.,  Mem  Post  lib.  vi.  c.  ii.,  Opera,  t  ii.  p.  889, 
(edit  1658).  Cf.  Ibid.,  p.  887,  and  t.  i.  p.  448; 
t.  iii  p.  467;  Piccolomini,  In  Phys.,  p.  1808; 
Zabarella,  De  Rebus  Natvralibus,  p.  989,  Liber, 
De  Speeiebus  htteUigrbUibus ;  Devilfemnndy, 
Seeptieistnus  DebeUatus*  c.  xxiv.  p.  165.]  [Cf. 
Reid's  Works,  p.  827,  note.  —Ed.] 
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maintained  by  several  of  his  Greek  commentators,  —  as  the  Aphro- 
disian,1  Michael  Ephesius,2  and  Philoponus.8  In  fact,  Aristotle  ap- 
pears to  have  held  the  same  doctrine  in  regard  to  perception  as 
Reid  himself    He  was  a  natural  realist.4 

Reid  gives  no  account  of  the  famous  doctrine  of  perception  held 
by  Epicurus,  and  which  that  philosopher  had 

Theory  of  Democri-      borrowed  from  Democritus,  —  namely,  that  the 

tus     and      Epicurus,  . 

omitted  by  Held.  ci&uAo,  airoppouiiy  imagines^  simulacra  reruns  etc., 

are  like  pellicles  continually  flying  off  from  ob- 
jects ;  and  that  these  material  likenesses,  diffusing  themselves  every- 
where in  the  air,  are  propagated  to  the  perceptive  organs.  In  the 
words  of  Lucretius,  — 

"  Quae,  quasi  fiembranae,  mnnmo'dc  cortice  rerum 
Dereptte  volitant  ultro  citroque  per  auras."5 

Reid's  statement  of  the  Cartesian  doctrine  of  perception  is  not 


1  [In  De  Anima,  lib.  I.  t  188a,  (edit.  Aid. 
1534):  Xpfy  6)  tov  rvwov  koivotcoov  eVl  ri)t 
favrarlas  axofatV  Kvpim  pJkv  yhp  rvrot, 
rh  kwt%  tUroxh*  *«  *«*  ^°xhy'  *H  rh  rod 
•nntovvros  iv  «r£  rvxovfi4v(p  cxVfM  yw4p*m 
vav%  &s  bp&fuv  rh  M  r&v  fftppaytfar  fxoyra. 
0&X  <&*"  &  T*  **°  T*v  (utrdrfr&y  tyrara- 
Xtiftfiatra  yivrrai  iv  rifuv.  Ovti  yhp  r^y 
4f>xV  tcarh  trxijfuA  n  4i  r&v  cuv&Trr&v  hvri- 
Aipjxrij.  UoTov  yhp  <rx*\pa  ▼•  Kcvichv,  ^ 
%\<*s  rh  XP*I"*'  $  *o?ov  <rxVP*>  V  krrfh  * AA- 
\h  6V  hwoplav  icvplov  rubs  6v6fiaros,  rh  X%vo* 
Kal  iyKari\rififta  rh  6ro/i4vov  arb  r&v  al<r- 
drrr&v  4v  rjfiur  rvrov  xaXovfuvov  prra^l- 
povrcs  roHvofuu]  [Cf.  IWtf.,  lib.  i.  f.  1356: 
'Airo  r&v  ivtpy^t&v  r&v  irtpl  rh  ai<rdirra, 
oTov  rfaov  nvh  Kod  hvafaypdfafia  4v  r$ 
lrp&rtf  cuff&tirTjplv  ....  fi^vorc  &  oi>x  o 
rvwos  avros  if  Qcurratria,  hXXh  if  vtpl  rhv 
rvwov  olrov  rrjs  tjwvTojrrueris  Hvvhfitces  it^ 
4py<ta.  The  Aphrodisian  is  literally  followed 
by  Themistius  In  De  Memoria  et  Reminiscentia^ 
c.  i.  f.  96*>;  cf.  also  the  same,  In  De  Anima,  lib. 
ii.  c.  vi.  ft  78«,  88«,  9*»,  96»,  (edit.  Aid.  1684); 
and  by  Simon  Simonius,  In  De  Memoria  et 
RtminiAcetuia,  0.  i.  H  12,  14,  p.  290-91,  (edit 
1506).  — Eo. 

3  [In  De  Memoria  et  Remhttseentia*  Proeem,] 
[fol.  127b,  (edit  1£27).— Ed.J 

8  In  De  Anima,  lib.  il.  c.  v.  text  62 :  Avva- 
uit  94  ivri  rh  aicfrrrrucbv  otov  rh  ala&nrhv 
Kara  r^v  8c  prepay  tivvajuv  ov  yhp  wo&oVra* 
ov5e  vrr*  ivavTias  «(<«s  fitrafidKXov  bpaiov- 
rat  avre*.  JAXKa  rh  dbos  avrov  it^evoy 
m>x  4»*  B\q  avrov  ywtptvov,  ovtt  yhp  hunch 


yivtrou  f)  afafrnffts  ^afi4vri  rh  cfoos  rov 
alfffrnrov.  Aib  ou5i  to^tx*1"  ou^h  aWoiovv- 
bat  Kuptoas  \4ycrai,  dAAA  rhv  Xbyov  rov 
tfhovs  yvwarac&s  4v  icurrjj  Scxo/uvi?.  *fltf"- 
**p  yhp  rhv  icnphv  <pajxly  &wdfA*i  tlvai  oVcp 
rhv  IkucrbXiov.  Aiori  ira&bv  tnt'  avrov  ylv- 
raji  Bxtp  iariy  4tcttvos  4vepytlar  oh  r^v  t\i)v 
avrov  Sc^dficvos,  iAAA  ft6vov  r6  clSos.  OSro» 
$eal  ii  aXafrncris  vabovcra  inch  r&v  ale&rrr&v 
rh  cZ89|  avr&v  hrwyuirtn  h**t*&rrerau  Am* 
<f>4p<i  8c,  bri  6  fAv  mjpbs  ainhs  fay  ylvrrai 
rov  fttous  rov  iv  r$  bajerv\t<p'  f)  b*  atcrdrt- 
<ro,  oi>x  Hhfi  yiwrat  rov  alfffrnTov-  hXXh 
yvwaruc&s  r^v  i&4*v  avrov  4K/Adrrtrau 
*Ex«  W  Ti  w\4ov  if  afodnats  rnph  Toy  ienp6v 
6  ftiv  ttriphs  yap  «I  ical  0Ai)  yivtrat  rov  cfftouf 
rov  «V  ry  boKTvhU**  hXkci  ov  hi1  oAor  avrov 
5^x«T«  T^  «!5o»»  &AA'  4wivo\.rjr  if  y&v 
rot  ato-drirucfi  Svvafus  &A.17  ii  fays  (wrucrjs 
rh*  r&v  altrdrir&v  hwofjtdrrercu  ioVaf .  Cf. 
Ibid.,  c.  xii.  t.  121.  In  this  passage  Pbllopo- 
nns  closely  approximates  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  Platonlsts,  as  expounded  by  Priscianns 
Lydus,  according  to  which,  perception  takes 
place  on  condition  of  an  assimilation  between 
the  living  organ  and  the  object,  by  means  of 
forms  and  immaterial  reasons  (iretro  rh  tthf 
Kal  robs  \6yovs  &vw  rijs  0Xi?s.)  See  Mrrd*- 
(ppaais  rod  9«o^ooVtov  Ilc/d  Afofrfaws, 
c.  f.  (Version  of  Ficinus,  s.  i.  et  seq.),  and 
Reid*$  Works,  p.  262,  note.  —  Ed. 

4  See  above,  p.  205,  note.  —  Ed. 

5  Lib.  iv.  36.  So  quoted  In  the  Author's 
Discussions,  p.  71,  but  the  usual  reading  It 
coijOTB,  not  corttct. — Ed. 
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exempt  from  serious  error.    After  giving  a  long,  and  not  very  aeon* 

rate,  account  of  the  philosophy  of  Descartes  in 

Md's  statement  of  ^  he    proCeeds :  —  «  To    return  to  Dea 

the  Cartesian  doctrine        °  '         .  r       „ 

of  Perception.  Cartes  s  notions  of  the  manner  of  our  perceiving 
external  objects,  from  which  a  concern  to  do  jus- 
tice to  the  merit  of  that  great  reformer  in  philosophy  has  led  me  to 
digress,  he  took  it  for  granted,  as  the  old  philosophers  had  done, 
that  what  we  immediately  perceive  must  be  either  in  the  mind 
itself  or  in  the  brain,  to  which  the  mind  is  immediately  present. 
The  impressions  made  upon  our  organs,  nerves,  and  brain,  could  be 
nothing,  according  to  his  philosophy,  but  various  modifications  of 
extension,  figure,  and  motion.  There  could  be  nothing  in  the  brain 
like  sound  or  color,  taste  or  smell,  heat  or  cold ;  these  are  sensations 
in  the  mind,  which,  by  the  laws  of  the  union  of  soul  and  body,  are 
raised  on  occasion  of  certain  traces  in  the  brain ;  and  although  he 
gives  the  name  of  ideas  to  these  traces  in  the  brain,  he  does  not 
think  it  necessary  that  they  should  be  perfectly  like  to  the  things 
which  they  represent,  any  mow  than  that  words  or  signs  should  re- 
semble the  things  they  signify.  But,  says  he,  that  we  may  follow 
the  received  opinion  as  far  as  is  possible,  we  may  allow  a  slight 
resemblance.  Thus  we  know  that  a  print  in  a  book  may  represent 
houses,  temples,  and  groves ;  and  so  far  is  it  from  being  necessary 
that  the  print  should  be  perfectly  like  the  thing  it  represents,  that 
its  perfection  often  requires  the  contrary ;  for  a  circle  must  often  be 
represented  by  an  ellipse,  a  square  by  a  rhombus,  and  so  of  other 
things 

"The  writings  of  Des  Cartes  have,  in  general,  a  remarkable  de- 
gree of  perspicuity;  and  he  undoubtedly  intended  that,  in  this  par- 
ticular, his  philosophy  should  be  a  perfect  contrast  to  that  of 
Aristotle ;  yet,  in  what  he  has  said,  in  different  parts  of  his  writ- 
ings, of  our  perceptions  of  external  objects,  there  seems  to  be  some 
obscurity,  and  even  inconsistency;  whether  owing  to  his  having 
had  different  opinions  on  the  subject  at  different  times,  or  to  the 
difficulty  he  found  in  it,  I  will  not  pretend  to  say. 

"  There  are  two  points,  in  particular,  wherein  I  cannot  reconcile 
him  to  himself:  the  first,  regarding  the  place  of  the  ideas  or  images 
of  external  objects,  which  are  the  immediate  objects  of  perception; 
the  second,  with  regard  to  the  veracity  of  our  external  senses. 

"  As  to  thej?r#£,  he  sometimes  places  the  ideas  of  material  objects 
in  the  brain,  not  only  when  they  are  perceived,  but  when  they  are 
remembered  or  imagined ;  and  this  has  always  been  held  to  be  the 
Cartesian  doctrine ;  yet  he  sometimes  says,  that  we  are  not  to  con- 
ceive the  images  or  traces  in  the  brain  to  be  perceived,  as  if  there 
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were  eyes  in  the  brain ;  these  traces  are  only  occasions  on  which,  by 
the  laws  of  the  anion  of  soul  and  body,  ideas  are  excited  in  the 
mind ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  an 
exact  resemblance  between  the  traces  and  the  things  represented 
by  them,  any  more  than  that  words  or  signs  should  be  exactly  like 
the  things  signified  by  them. 

"  These  two  opinions,  I  think,  cannot  be  reconciled.  For,  if  the 
images  or  traces  in  the  brain  are  perceived,  they  must  be  the 
objects  of  perception,  and  not  the  occasions  of  it  only.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  they  are  only  the  occasions  of  our  perceiving,  they 
are  not  perceived  at  all.  Descartes  seems  to  have  hesitated  be- 
tween the  two  opinions,  or  to  have  passed  from  the  one  to  the 
other."1 

I  have  quoted  to  you  this  passage  in  order  that  I  may  clearly 
exhibit  to  you,  in  the  first  place,  Reid's  misrepresentations  of  Des- 
cartes ;  and,  in  the  second,  Brown's  misrepresentation  of  Reid. 

In  regard  to  the  former,  Reid's  principal  error  consists  in  charg- 
ing Descartes  with  vacillation  and  inconsistency, 

cardinal  principle      and  in  po^ly  attributing  to  him  the  opinion 

of  the  Cartesian  phi-  r  J  °  r 

taophy.  tnat  tDe  representative    object   of  which    the 

mind  is  conscious  in  perception,  is  something 
material,  —  something  in  the  brain.  This  arose  from  his  ignorance 
of  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  Cartesian  doctrine.8  By  those 
not  possessed  of  the  key  to  the  Cartesian  theory,  there  are  many 
passages  in  the  writings  of  its  author  which,  taken  by  themselves, 
might  naturally  be  construed  to  import,  that  Descartes  supposed 
the  mind  to  be  conscious  of  certain  motions  in  the  brain,  to  which, 
as  well  as  to  the  modifications  of  the  intellect  itself  he  applies  the 
terms  image  and  idea.  Reid,  who  did  not  understand  the  Carte- 
sian philosophy  as  a  system,  was  puzzled  by  these  superficial  ambi- 
guities. Not  aware  that  the  cardinal  point  of  that  system  is,  that 
mind  and  body,  as  essentially  opposed,  are  naturally  to  each  other 
as  »zero ;  and  that  their  mutual  intercourse  can,  therefore,  only  be 
supernaturally  maintained  by  the  concourse  of  the  Deity,  Reid 
was  led  into  the  error  of  attributing,  by  possibility,  to  Descartes, 
the  opinion  that  the  soul  was  immediately  cognizant  of  material 
images  in  the  brain.  But  in  the  Cartesian  theory,  mind  is  only 
conscious  of  itself;  the  affections  of  body  may,  by  the  law  of  union, 
be  proximately  the  occasions,  but  can  never  constitute  the  imme- 


1  hadlectvud  Towers,  Essay  li.  chap.  viii.  Coil,      in  the  Author's  article  on  Reid  and  Brown. 
Works,  p.  272.  See  Discussions,  p.  72. — Ed. 

S  The  following  remarks  have  been  printed 
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diate  objects,  of  knowledge.    Reid,  however,  supposing  that   noth- 
ing could  obtain  the  name  of  image,  which 
Twofold  use  of  the      did  nQ%  7™^^  a  prototype,  or  the  name  of 

term  idea  by  Detoar-         .,  ,  .    *  A    r     ,.  •* ».*         .  .     n 

^  tcfea,  which  was  not  an  object  of  thought,  wholly 

misinterpreted  Descartes,  who  applies,  abusively 
indeed,  these  terms  to  the  occasion  of  perception,  that  is,  the 
motion  in  the  sensorium,  unknown  in  itself  and  representing  noth- 
ing; as  well  as  to  the  object  of  thought,  that  is,  the  representa- 
tion of  which  we  are  conscious  in  the  mind  itself  In  the  Leib- 
nitzio-Wolfian  system,  two  elements,  both  also  denominated  ideas, 
are  in  like  manner  accurately  to  be  contradistinguished  in  the 
process  of  perception.  The  idea  in  the  brain,  and  the  idea  in  the 
mind,  are,  to  Descartes,  precisely  what  the  "material  idea"  and 
the  "sensual  idea"  are  to  the  Wolfians.  In  both  philosophies,  the 
two  ideas  are  harmonic  modifications,  correlative  and  coexistent; 
but  in  neither  is  the  organic  affection  or  sensorial  idea  an  object  of 
consciousness.  It  is  merely  the  unknown  and  arbitrary  condition 
of  the  mental  representation;  and  in  the  hypothesis,  both  of 
Assistance  and  of  Preestablished  Harmony,  the  presence  of  the 
one  idea  implies  the  concomitance  of  the  other,  only  by  virtue  of 
the  hyperphysical  determination. 


LECTURE    XXII. 

THE  PRESENTATIVI5   FACULTY. 

I.  PERCEPTION,  — BEIP'8  HISTORICAL  VIS W  OF  THB  THXOBIB9  O*  FKBOBPTION. 

In  our  last  Lecture,  after  recapitulating,  with  varied  illustrations, 
Boca  ituiation  ^e   distribution    of  the  Cognitive    Faculties, 

which  I  had  detailed  to  you  in  the  Lecture 
before,  I  entered  upon  the  particular  consideration  of  the  Special 
Faculties  themselves,  and  commenced  with  that  which  stands  first 
in  order,  and  which  I  had  denominated  the  Acquisitive,  or  Recep- 
tive, or  Presentative.  And  as  this  faculty  is  again  subdivided  into 
two,  according  as  it  is  conversant  either  about  the  phenomena  of 
matter,  or  about  the  phenomena  of  mind,  the  non-ego,  or  the  ego, 
I  gave  precedence  to  the  former  of  these,  —  the  faculty  known 
under  the  name  of  External  Perception.  Per- 
The  doctrine  of      ception,  as  matter  of  psychological  considera- 

Perception  a  cardinal  ,  ,         _    ,  _  .  .  ... 

point  in  Phiiotophy.  Uoni  ls  of  the  ver7  highest  importance  in  phi- 
losophy ;  as  the  doctrine  in  regard  to  the  object 
and  operation  of  this  faculty  affords  the  immediate  data  for  de- 
termining the  great  question  touching  the  existence  or  non-exist- 
ence  of  an  external  world ;  and  there  .is  hardly  a  problem  of  any 
moment  in  the  whole  compass  of  philosophy,  of  which  it  does  not 
mediately  affect  the  solution.  The  doctrine  of  perception  may 
thus  be  viewed  as  a  cardinal  point  of  philoso- 
lo^B^la^^iephi"  phy.  It  is  also  exclusively  in  relation  to  this 
faculty,  that  Reid  must  claim  his  great,  his  dis- 
tinguishing glory,  as  a  philosopher ;  and  of  this  no  one  was  more 
conscious  than  himself.  "The  merit,"  he  says,  in  a  letter  to  Dr. 
James  Gregory,  "  of  what  you  are  pleased  to  call  my  philosophy, 
lies,  I  think,  chiefly  in  having  called  in  question  the  common  theory 
of  ideas  or  images  of  things  in  the  mind  being  the  only  objects  of 
thought  —  a  theory  founded  on  natural  prejudices,  and  so  univer- 
sally received  as  to  be  interwoven  with  the  structure  of  language." 
I  think,"  he  adds,  u  there  is  hardly  anything  that  can  be  called 
science  in  the  philosophy  of  the  mind,  which  does  not  follow  with 
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ease  from  the  detection  of  this  prejudice."1  The  attempts,  there- 
fore, among  others,  of  Priestley,  Gleig,  Beasley,*  and,  though  last 
not  least,  of  Brown,  to  show  that  Reid  in  his  refutation  of  the 
previous  theory  of  perception,  was  only  fighting  with  a  shadow 
—  was  only  combating  philosophers  who,  on  the  point  in  ques- 
tion, really  coincided  with  himself  would,  if  successful,  prove  not 
merely  that  the  philosophical  reputation  of  Reid  is  only  based 
upon  a  blunder,  but  would,  in  fact,  leave  us  no  rational  conclusion 
short,  not  of  idealism  only,  but  of  absolute  skepticism.  For,  as 
I  have  shown  you,  Brown's  doctrine  of  perception,  as  founded  on 
a  refusal  of  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to  our  knowledge  of  an 
external  world,  virtually  discredits  consciousness  as  an  evidence  at 
all;  and  in  place  of  his  Bystem  being,  as  its  author  confidently 
boasts,  the  one  "which  allows  the  skeptic  no  place  for  his  foot — 
no  fulcrum  for  the  instrument  he  uses,"  —  it  is,  on  the  contrary, 
perhaps  the  system  which,  of  all  others,  is  the  most  contradictory 
and  suicidal,  and  which,  consequently,  may  most  easily  be  devel- 
oped into  skepticism.  The  determination  of  this  point,  is,  there- 
fore, a  matter  affecting  the  vital  interests  of  philosophy ;  for  if 
Reid,  as  Brown  and  his  coadjutors  maintain,  accomplished  nothing, 
then  is  all  philosophical  reputation  empty,  and  philosophy  itself  a 
dream. 

In  preparing  you  for  the  discussion  that  was  to  follow,  I  stated  to 

you  that  it  would  not  be  in  my  power  to  main- 

field,  philosophical-      ^^  j^^g  aDsoiute  immunity  from  error,  either 

lyandhistoricalty.not        .  .        ?  .        '   . 

free  from  errors.  m  DUt  philosophical  or  in  his  historical  views; 

on  the  contrary,  I  acknowledged  that  I  found 
him  frequently  at  fault  in  both.  His  mistakes,  however,  I  hope  to 
show  you,  are  not  of  vital  importance,  and  I  am  confident  their  ex- 
posure will  only  conduce  to  illustrate  and  confirm  the  truths  which 
he  has  the  merit,  though  amid  cloud  and  confusion,  to  have  estab- 
lished. But  as  to  Brown's  elaborate  attack  on 
But  Btowb's  criti-      j^y^ — ^j^  j  have  no  hesitation  in  asserting, 

clam  of  field  wholly  <■  •  /»  *    .      • 

lrTQ  to  be  not  only  unsuccessful  in  its  results,  but 

that  in  all  its  details,  without  a  single,  even  the 
most  insignificant,  exception,  it  has  the  fortune  to  be  regularly  and 
curiously  wrong.  Reid  had  errors  enough  to  be  exposed,  but 
Brown  has  not  been  so  lucky  as  to  stumble  even  upon  one.  Brown, 
however,  sung  his  paean  as  if  his  victory  were  complete ;  and,  what 

l  CoUecUd  Work*,  p.  88. —Ed.  7th  edit. ;  Beaslej,  Search  of  Truth  m  the  Science 

8  See  Priestley,  Examination  of  Reid,  Beat-  of  the  Human  Mind,  book  ii.  c.  ill .  p.  128  U 

Iw,  and  Osxoald,  sect.  iii. ;  Bishop  Gleig,  art  seq.    Cf.  oo.  It.  t.  ri.    (Philadelphia,  U.  8., 

Uetaphfties   Bneye.  Briton.,  rol.  xiv.  p.  604,  1822.)— Ed. 
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is  singular,  he  found  a  general  chorus  to  his  song.    Even  Sir  James 
Mackintosh  talks  of  Brown's  triumphant  exposure  of  Reid's  marvel- 
lous mistakes. 
To  enable  you  provisionally  to  understand  Reid's  errors,  I  showed 
you  how,  holding  himself  the  doctrine  of  an 
General  source  of      intuitive  or  immediate  perception  of  external 

Reid's  errors,  — vhich  ,.**_+.*  L        -,      ,   . 

however,  are  eompar-        thln^8'  hedld  n0t  8ee  that  t])e  CO™***  doctrine 

atireir  nnfaoportaat.  of  a  mediate  or  representative  perception  ad- 
mitted of  a  subdivision  into  two  forms,  —  a  sim- 
pler and  a  more  complex.  The  simpler,  that  the  immediate  or  rep- 
resentative object  is  a  mere  modification  of  the  percipient  mind, — 
the  more  complex,  that  this  representative  object  is  something  dif- 
ferent both  from  the  reality  and  from  the  mind.  His  ignorance 
of  these  two  forms  has  caused  him  great  confusion,  and  introduced 
much  subordinate  error  into  his  system,  as  he  has  often  confounded 
the  simpler  form  of  the  representative  hypothesis  with  the  doctrine 
of  an  intuitive  perception ;  but  if  he  be  allowed  to  have  held  the 
essential  doctrine  of  an  immediate  perception,  his  errors  in  regard  to 
the  various  forms  of  the  representative  hypothesis  must  be  viewed 
as  accidental,  and  comparatively  unimportant 
Brown's  errors,  on  the  contrary,  are  vital.  In  the  first  place,  he 
is  fundamentally  wrong  in  holding,  in  the  teeth 
of  consciousness,  that  the  mind  is  incapable  of 
an  immediate  knowledge  of  aught  but  its  own  modes.  He  adopts 
the  simpler  form  of  a  representative  perception.  In  the  second 
place,  he  is  wrong  in  reversing  Reid's  whole  doctrine,  by  attributing 
to  him  the  same  opinion  on  this  point  which  he  himself  maintains. 
In  the  third  place,  he  is  wrong  in  thinking  that  Reid  only  attacked 
the  more  complex,  and  not  the  more  dangerous,  form  of  the  repre- 
sentative hypothesis,  and  did  not  attack  the  hypothesis  of  repre- 
sentation altogether.  In  the  fourth  place,  he  is  wrong  in  supposing 
that  modern  philosophers  in  general  held  the  simpler  form  of  the 
representative  hypothesis,  and  that  Reid  was,  therefore,  mistaken  in 
supposing  them  to  maintain  the  more  complex,  —  mistaken,  in  fact, 
in  supposing  them  to  maintain  a  doctrine  different  from  his  own. 
Having  thus  prepared  you  for  the  subsequent  discussion,  I  pro- 
ceeded to  consider  Reid's  historical  account  of 

General  character  of  .    , 

Reid's  ntetoricai  ac-  tne  opinions  en  Perception  held  by  previous 
count  of  philosophical  philosophers.  This  historical  account  is  with- 
opinions  on  Peroep-  out  orderj  and  at  once  redundant  and  imperfect. 
The  most  important  doctrines  are  altogether 
omitted;  of  others  the  statement  is  repeated  over  and  over  in 
different  places,  and  yet  never  completely  done  at  last ;  no  chrono- 


800  METAPHYSICS.  Lect.  XXIL 

logical  succession,  no  scientific  arrangement,  is  followed,  and  with 
all  this  the  survey  is  replete  with  serious  mistakes.  Without,  there- 
fore, following  Reid's  confusion,  I  took  up  the  opinions  on  which 
he  touched  in  the  order  of  time.  Of  these  the  first  was  the  doctrine 
of  Plato ;  in  regard  to  which  I  showed  you,  that  Reid  was  singu- 
larly erroneous  in  mistaking  what  Plato  meant  by  the  simile  of  the 
cave.  Then  followed  the  doctrine  of  Aristotle  and  his  school,  in 
relation  to  whom  he  was  hardly  more  correct.  Did  our  time  allow 
me  to  attempt  a  history  of  the  doctrines  on  perception,  I  could  show 
you  that  Aristotle  must  be  presumed  to  have  held  the  true  opinion 
in  regard  to  this  faculty ; 1  but  in  respect  to  a  considerable  number 
of  the  Aristotelic  schoolmen,  I  could  distinctly  prove,  not  only  that 
the  whole  hypothesis  of  species  was  by  tbem  rejected,  but  that  their 
hitherto  neglected  theory  of  perception  is,  even  at  this  hour,  the 
mpst  philosophical  that  exists. '  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that, 
on  this  point,  they  are  incomparably  superior  to  Reid :  for  while  he 
excuses  Brown's  misinterpretation,  and,  indeed,  all  but  annihilates 
his  own  doctrine  of  perception,  by  placing  that  power  in  a  line  with 
imagination  and  memory,  as  all  faculties  immediately  cognizant 
of  the  reality ;  they,  on  the  contrary,  distinguish  Perception  as  a 
faculty  intuitive,  Imagination  and  Memory  as  faculties  representa- 
tive of  their  objects. 

Following  Reid  in  his  descent  to  modern  philosophers,  I  showed 
you  how,  in  consequence  of  his  own  want  of  a  systematic  knowledge 
of  the  Cartesian  philosophy,  he  had  erroneously  charged  Descartes 
with  vacillation  and  contradiction,  in  sometimes  placing  the  idea  of 
a  representative  image  in  the  mind,  and  sometimes  placing  it  in  the 
brain. 

Such  is  the  error  of  Reid  in  relation  to  Descartes,  which  I  find  it 

necessary  to  acknowledge.    But,  on  the  other 

Bald  right  in  rap-      hand,  I  must  defend  him  on  another  point  from 

poking  that  Descartes       Brown's  charge  of  having  not  only  ignorantly 

held  the  more  complex  .  ®  °.  J.  ^  ; 

hypothesis  of  Eepre-  misunderstood,  but  of  having  exactly  reversed, 
•e&uiive Perception.  the  notorious  doctrine  of  Descartes ;  in  suppos- 
ing that  this  philosopher  held  the  more  complex 
hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception,  which  views  in  the  repre- 
sentative image  something  different  from  the  mind,  instead  of  hold- 
ing, with  Reid  himself  and  Brown,  the  simpler  hypothesis,  which 
views  in  this  image  only  a  mode  of  the  percipient  mind  itself 

Now  here  you  must  observe  that  it  would  not  be  enough  to  con* 
vict  Reid  and  to  justify  Brown,  if  it  were  made  out  that  the  former 

1  See  p.  206,  and  p.  292  tt **?.  — Ed. 

2  See  shore,  p.  292  tt  seq.,  and  below,  p.  816.  —Ed. 
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was  wrong,  the  latter  right,  in  their  statement  of  Descartes'  opinion ; 
and  I  might  even  hold  with  Brown  that  Descartes  had  adopted  the 
simpler  theory  of  representation,  and  still  vindicate  Reid  against 
his  reproach  of  ignorant  misrepresentation,  —  of  reading  the  ac- 
knowledged doctrine  of  a  philosopher,  whose  perspicuity  he  himself 
admits,  in  a  sense  "  exactly  the  reverse  "  of  truth.  To  determine 
with  certainty  what  Descartes'  theory  of  perception  actually  is,  may 
be  difficult,  perhaps  impossible.  It  here  suffices  to  show  that  his 
opinion  on  the  point  in  question  is  doubtful,  —  is  even  one  mooted 
among  his  disciples ;  and  that  Brown,  wholly  unacquainted  with  the 
doubts  and  difficulties  of  the  problem,  dogmatizes  on  the  basis  of  a 
single  passage  of  Descartes,  —  nay,  of  a  passage  wholly  irrelevant 
to  the  matter  in  dispute.  The  opinion  attributed  by  Reid  to  Des- 
cartes is  the  one  which  was  almost  universally  held  in  the  Cartesian 
school  as  the  doctrine  of  its  founder ;  and  Arnauld  is  the  only  Car- 
tesian who  adopted  an  opinion  upon  perception  identical  with 
Brown's,  and  who  also  assigned  that  opinion  to  Descartes.  The 
doctrine  of  Arnauld  was  long  regarded  throughout  Europe  as  a 
paradox,  original  and  peculiar  to  himself. 

Malebranche,1  the  most  illustrious  name  in  the  school,  after  its 
founder,  and  who,  not  certainly  with  less  ability, 

Malebranche  cited      m      be  8upp08e<i  to  have  studied  the  writings 

in  regard  to  opinion  rt  ,  .  .,*»  ...  .* 

of  Descartes.  °*  ms  lna8ter  W1*b  far  greater  attention  than 

either  Reid  or  Brown,  ridicules,  as  "contrary 
to  common  sense  and  justice,"  the  supposition  that  Descartes  had 
rejected  ideas  in  "the  ordinary  acceptation,"  and  adopted  the 
hypothesis  of  their  being  representations,  not  really  distinct  from 
their  perception.  And  while  he  "  was  certain  as  he  possibly  can 
be  in  such  matters,"  that  Descartes  had  not  dissented  from  the 
general  doctrine,  he  taunts  Arnauld  with  resting  his  paradoxical 
interpretation  of  that  philosopher's  doctrine,  u  not  on  any  passages 
of  his  Metaphysics  contrary  to  the  *  common  opinion,'  but  on  his 
own  arbitrary  limitation  of  cthe  ambiguous  term  perception.'"9 
That  ideas  are  "  found  in  the  mind,  not  formed  by  it,"  and,  conse- 
quently, that  in  the  act  of  knowledge,  the  representation  is  really 
distinct  from  the  cognition  proper,  is  strenuously  asserted  as  the 
doctrine  of  his  master  by  the  Cartesian  Roell,8  in  the  controversy 
he  maintained  with  the  anti-Cartesian  De  Vries.  But  it  is  idle  to 
multiply  proofs.  Brown's  charge  of  ignorance  falls  back  upon 
himself;   and  Reid  may  lightly  bear  the  reproach  of  "exactly 

1  Given  in  Diaamiotu,  p.  74.— Ed.  3  Cf.  Ritell,  Dxaertaiione*  Pkilo*opkiaBy  L  f 

S  Reponse  au  Livre  det  Idies,  passim.— Ar-      48:  ill.  $  46.—  Ed. 
XAULD,  GStarci,  xxxvili.  pp.  888, 889. 
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reversing"  the  notorious  doctrine  of  Descartes,  when  thus  borne 
along  with  him  by  the  profoundest  of  that  philosopher's  disciples. 

Malebranche  and  Arnauld  are  the  next  philosophers,  in  chrono- 
logical order,  of  whom  Keid  speaks.    Concerning 

ReM*  Moonnt  of  ^e  former>  j^  statements,  though  not  complete, 
pnmeto.  cannot  be  considered  as  erroneous;   and  Dr. 

Brown,  admitting  that  Malebranche  is  one  of 
the  two,  and  only  two  modern  philosophers  (Berkeley  is  the  other) 
who  held  the  more  complex  doctrine  of  representation,  of  course 
does  not  attempt  to  accuse  Reid  of  misrepresentation  in  reference 
to  him.  One  error,  however,  though  only  an  historical  one,  Reid 
does  commit,  in  regard  to  this  philosopher.  He  explains  the 
polemic  which  Arnauld  waged  with  Malebranche,  on  the  ground 
of  the  antipathy  between  Jansenist  and  Jesuit.  Now  Malebranche 
was  not  a  Jesuit,  but  a  priest  of  the  Oratory. 

In  treating  of  Arnauld's  opinion,  we  see  the  confusion  arising 
from   Reid's  not  distinctly  apprehending   the 

Held  contort  in      two    formg    of  tne  representative    hypothesis. 

riew  of  Arnauld.  Arnauld  held,  and  was  the  first  of  the  philoso- 

phers noticed  by  Reid  or  Brown  who  clearly 
held  the  simpler  of  these  forms.  Now,  in  his  statement  of  Arnauld's 
doctrine,  Reid  was  perplexed,  —  was  puzzled.  As  opposing  the 
philosophers  who  maintained  the  more  complex  doctrine  of  repre- 
sentation, Arnauld  seemed  to  Reid  to  coincide  in  opinion  with 
himself;  but  yet,  though  he  never  rightly  understood  the  simpler 
doctrine  of  representation,  he  still  feels  that  Arnauld  did  not  hold 
with  him  an  intuitive  perception.  Dr.  Brown  is,  therefore,  wrong 
in  asserting  that  Reid  admits  Arnauld's  opinion  on  perception  and 
his  own,  to  be  identical.1  "To  these  authors,"  says  Dr.  Brown, 
"whose  opinions  on  the  subject  of  perception  Dr.  Reid  has  miscon- 
ceived, I  may  add  one  whom  even  he  himself  allows  to  have 
shaken  off  the  ideal  system,  and  to  have  considered  the  idea  and 
the  perception  as  not  distinct,  but  the  same,  —  a  modification  of 
the  mind,  and  nothing  more.  I  allude  to  the  celebrated  Jansenist 
writer,  Arnauld,  who  maintains  this  doctrine  as  expressly  as  Dr. 
Reid  himself  and  makes  it  the  foundation  of  his  argument  in  his 
controversy  with  Malebranche."2  If  this  statement  be  true,  then 
is  Dr.  Brown's  interpretation  of  Reid  himself  correct.  A  repre- 
sentative perception  under  its  third  and  simplest  modification,  is 
held  by  Arnauld  as  by  Brown ;  and  his  exposition  is  so  clear  and 
articulate  that  all  essential  misconception  of  these  doctrines  is 
precluded.    In  these  circumstances,  if  Reid  avow  the  identity  of 

l  See  Discussions,  p  76. — E*  »  Lect  xxvii.  178  (edit  1830). 
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Arnauld's  opinion  and  his  own,  this  avowal  is  tantamount  to  a 
declaration  that  his  peculiar  doctrine  of  perception  is  a  scheme  of 
representation ;  whereas,  on  the  contrary,  if  he  signalize  the  con- 
trast of  their  two  opinions,  he  clearly  evinces  the  radical  antithesis, 
and  his  sense  of  the  radical  antithesis,  of  his  doctrine  of  intuition, 
to  every,  even  the  simplest,  form  of  the  hypothesis  of  representa- 
tion.   And  this  last  he  does. 

It  cannot  be  maintained,  that  Reid  admits  a  philosopher  to  hold 
an  opinion  convertible  with  his  own,  whom  he 

Reid  not  satisfied      gtates  to  «profess  fae  doctrine,  universally  re- 

with  Araauld»s  opln-  .  f  .  '  .  *. 

^  ceived,  that  we  perceive  not  material  things 

immediately, — that  it  is  their  ideas  that  are  the 
immediate  objects  of  our  thoughts,  —  and  that  it  is  in  the  idea  of 
everything  that  we  perceive  its  properties."1  This  fundamental 
contrast  being  established,  we  may  safely  allow  that  the  original 
misconception,  which  caused  Reid  to  overlook  the  difference  of 
our  intuitive  and  representative  faculties,  caused  him,  likewise,  to 
believe  that  Arnauld  had  attempted  to  unite  two  contradictory 
theories  of  perception.  Not  aware  that  it  was  possible  to  main- 
tain a  doctrine  of  perception  in  which  the  idea  was  not  really 
distinguished  from  its  cognition,  and  yet  to  hold  that  the  mind 
had  no  immediate  knowledge  of  external  things:  Reid  supposes, 
in  the  first  place,  that  Arnauld,  in  rejecting  the  hypothesis  of  ideas, 
as  representative  existences,  really  distinct  from  the  contemplative 
act  of  perception,  coincided  with  him  in  viewing  the  material  reality, 
as  the  immediate  object  of  that  act ;  and,  in  the  second,  that  Ar- 
nauld again  deserted  this  opinion,  when,  with  the  philosophers, 
he  maintained  that  the  idea,  or  act  of  the  mind  representing  the 
external  reality,  and  not  the  external  reality  itself  was  the  imme- 
diate object  of  perception.  Arnauld's  theory  is  one  and  indivisi- 
ble; and,  as  such,  no  part  of  it  is  identical  with  Reid's.  Reid's  con- 
fusion, here  as  elsewhere,  is  explained  by  the  circumstance,  that  he 
had  never  speculatively  conceived  the  possibility  of  the  simplest 
modification  of  the  representative  hypothesis.  He  saw  no  medium 
between  rejecting  ideas  as  something  different  from  thought,  and 
his  own  doctrine  of  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  material  object. 
Neither  does  Arnauld,  as  Reid2  supposes,  ever  assert  against  Male- 
branche,  "  that  we  perceive  external  things  immediately,"  that  is,  in 
themselves :  maintaining  that  all  our  perceptions  are  modifications 
essentially  representative,  he  everywhere  avows,  that  he  denies 
ideas,  only  as  existences  distinct  from  the  act  itself  of  perception.8 

1  budUctual  AwcrtjEany  it  ch.  xlil.    Coll.         3  CEuvrts,  torn,  xxxvitt.  187,  198,  199,  888. 
Works,  p.  296.  [See  Discussions,  p.  77.  —  Ed.] 

»  Jtaf.,p.»6. 


804  METAPHYSICS.  Lbct.  XXH 

Reid  was,  therefore,  wrong,  and  did  Arnauld  less  than  justice,  in 
viewing  his  theory  "  as  a  weak  attempt  to  reconcile  two  inconsistent 
doctrines : "  he  was  wrong,  and  did  Arnauld  more  than  justice,  in 
supposing  that  one  of  these  doctrines  was  not  incompatible  with  his 
own.  The  detection,  however,  of  this  error  only  tends  to  manifest 
more  clearly,  how  just,  even  when  under  its  influence,  was  Raid's 
appreciation  of  the  contrast,  subsisting  between  his  own  and  Ar- 
nauld's  opinion,  considered  as  a  whole ;  and  exposes  more  glaringly 
Brown's  general  misconception  of  Reid's  philosophy,  and  his  present 
gross  misrepresentation,  in  affirming  that  the  doctrines  of  the  two 
philosophers  were  identical,  and  by  Reid  admitted  to  be  the  same. 

Locke  is  the  philosopher  next  in  order,  and  it  is  principally  against 
Reid's  statement  of  the  Lockian  doctrine  of 
ideas,  that  the  most  vociferous  clamour  has  been 
raised,  by  those  who  deny  that  the  cruder  form  of  the  representative 
hypothesis  was  the  one  prevalent  among  philosophers,  after  the 
decline  of  the  scholastic  theory  of  species ;  and  who  do  not  see 
that,  though  Reid's  refutation,  from  the  cause  I  have  already  no- 
ticed, was  ostensibly  directed  only  against  that  cruder  form,  it  was 
virtually  and  in  effect  levelled  against  the  doctrine  of  a  represen- 
tative perception  altogether.  Even  supposing  that  Reid  was  wrong 
in  attributing  this  particular  modification  of  the  representative 
hypothesis  to  Locke,  and  the  philosophers  in  general,  —  this  would 
be  a  trivial  error,  provided  it  can  be  shown  that  he  was  opposed 
to  every  doctrine  of  perception,  except  that  founded  on  the  fact 
of  the  duality  of  consciousness.  But  let  us  consider  whether 
Reid  be  really  in  error  when  he  attributes  to  Locke  the  opinion  in 
question.  And  let  us  first  hear  the  charge  of  his  opponents.  Of 
these,  I  shall  only  particularly  refer  to  the  first  and  last, — to  Priestley 
and  to  Brown,  —  though  the  same  argument  is  confidently  main- 
tained by  several  other  philosophers,  in  the  interval  between  the 
publications  of  Priestley  and  of  Brown. 

Priestley  asserts  that  Reid's  whole  polemic  is  directed  against  a 

phantom  of  his  own  creation,  and  that  the  doc- 

Priestiey  quoted  on      trjne  Qf  j^eag  whicn  he  combats  was  never  seri- 

Beid's  view  of  Locke's  ..11  1  -i  1 

opinion,  ously  maintained  by  any  philosopher,  ancient  or 

modern.  "Before,"  says  Priestley,  ."Dr.  Reid 
had  rested  so  much  upon  this  argument,  it  behooved  him,  I  think,  to 
have  examined  the  strength  of  it  a  little  more  carefully  than  he 
seems  to  have  done ;  for  he  appears  to  me  to  have  suffered  himself 
to  be  misled  in  the  very  foundation  of  it,  merely  by  philosophers 
happening  to  call  ideas  images  of  external  things ;  as  if  this  was 
not  known  to  be  a  figurative  expression  denoting,  not  that  the  actual 


Luc*  XXU  METAPHYSICS.  805 

shapes  of  things  were  delineated  in  the  brain,  or  upon  the  mind,  hat 
only  that  impressions  of  some  kind  or  other  were  conveyed  to  the 
mind  by  means  of  the  organs  of  sense  and  their  corresponding 
nerves*  and  that  between  these  impressions  and  the  sensations  exist* 
ing  in  the  mind,  there  is  a  real  and  necessary,  though  at  present  an 
unknown,  connection."1 

Brown  does  not  go  the  length  of  Priestley ;  he  admits  that,  in 
more  ancient  times,  the  obnoxious  opinion  was  prevalent,  and  allows 
even  two  among  modern  philosophers,  Malebranche  and  Berkeley,  to 
have  been  guilty  of  its  adoption.  Both  Priestley  and  Brown  stren- 
uously contend  against  Reid's  interpretation  of 

Brown  ooincid«  tke  doctrine  of  Locke,  who  states  it  as  that  phi- 
flnring  Bbid*b  viewer  losopher's  opinion,  "that  images  of  external  ob- 
JLock^t  opinion-  jects  were  conveyed  to  the  brain ;  bat  whether 

he  thought  with  Descartes  \fege  omnino  Dr. 
Clarke]  and  Newton,  that  the  images  in  the  brain  are  perceived  by 
the  mind,  there  present,  or  that  they  are  imprinted  on  the  mind  it- 
self*  is  not  so  evident."1 

sThis,Brown,  Priestley,  and  others,  pronounce  a  flagrant  misrep- 
resentation. Not  only  does  Brown  maintain  that  Locke  never  con- 
ceived the  idea  to  be  substantially  different  from  the  mind,  as  a 
material  image  in  the  brain ;  but,  that  he  never  supposed  it  to  have 
an  existence  apart  from  the  mental  energy  of  which  it  is  the  object. 
Locke,  he  asserts,  like  Arnauld,  considered  the  idea  perceived  and 
the  percipient  act,  to  constitute  tbe  same  indivisible  moaifi cation  of 
the  conscious  mind.    This  we  shall  consider. 

In  his  language,  Locke  is  of  all  philosophers  the  most  figurative, 
ambiguous,  vacillating,  various,  and  even  contra- 

General  character  Victory ;  as  has  been  noticed  by  Reid  and  Stew- 
^  rtyk.  art,  and  Brown  himself,  —  indeed,  we  believe,  by 

every  philosopher  who  has  had  occasion  to  an- 
imadvert on  Locke.  The  opinions  of  snch  a  writer  are  not,  there- 
fore, to  be  assumed  from  isolated  and  casual  expressions,  which 
themselves*  require  to  be  interpreted  on  the  general  analogy  of  the 
system ;  and  yet  this  is  the  only  ground  on  which  Dr.  Brown  at- 
tempts to  establish  his  conclusions.  Thus,  on  the  matter  under  dis- 
cussion, though  really  distinguishing,  Locke  verbally  confounds,  the 
objects  of  sense  and  of  pure  intellect,  the  operation  and  its  object, 
the  objects  immediate  and  mediate,  the  object  and  its  relations,  the 
images  of  fancy  and  the  notions  of  the  understanding.     Conscious- 

1  Remark*  on  R*id\  Beanie,  and  Oswald,  f  8,         *  hUeRetUud  Tower*,  Essay  11.  oh.  If.  CoO. 
(p.  80, 2d  edition).    On  Priest  ley,  see  Stewart,      Works,  p.  268. 
Phil.  Essays,  Note  H,  Works,  vol  .v.  p.  422.— Ed.         8  See  Discussions,  p.  78.  —  Ed. 
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ness  is  converted  with  Perception;  Perception  with  Idea;  Idea 
with  the  object  of  Perception,  and  with  Notion,  Conception,  Phan- 
tasm, Representation,  Sense,  Meaning,  etc  Now,  his  language 
identifying  ideas  and  perceptions,  appears  conformable  to  a  disciple 
of  Arnauld ;  and  now  it  proclaims  him  a  follower  of  Democritus 
and  Digby,  —  explaining  ideas  by  mechanical  impulse  and  the  prop- 
agation of  material  particles  from  the  external  reality  to  the  brain. 
In  one  passage,  the  idea  would  seem  an  organic  affection,  —  the 
mere  occasion  of  a  spiritual  representation ;  in  another,  a  represen- 
tative image,  in  the  brain  itself  In  employing  thus  indifferently 
the  language  of  every  hypothesis,  may  we  not  suspect  that  he  was 
anxious  to  be  made  responsible  for  none  ?  One,  however,  he  has 
formally  rejected,  and  that  is  the  very  opinion  attributed  to  him  by 
Dr.  Brown, — that  the  idea,  or  object  of  consciousness  in  perception, 
is  only  a  modification  of  the  mind  itself. 

I  do  not  deny  that  Locke  occasionally  employs  expressions,  which, 
in  a  writer  of  more  considerate  language,  would 

The  interpretation  imply  the  identity  of  ideas  with  the  act  of 
adopted  by  Brown  of      knowledge;    and,  under  the  circumstances,  I 

Locke's  opinion,  ex-  ...   .  .  _        ,  , 

plioitir  contradicted  should  have  considered  suspense  more  rational 
by  Locke  himself.  than  a  dogmatic  confidence  in  any  conclusion, 

did  not  the  following  passage,  which  has  never, 
I  believe,  been  noticed,  afford  a  positive  and  explicit  contradiction 
of  Dr.  Brown's  interpretation.  It  is  from  Locke's  Examination  of 
MdlebrancMs  Opinion,  which,  as  subsequent  to  the  publication  of 
the  Essay,  must  be  held  decisive  in  relation  to  the  doctrines  of  that 
work.  At  the  same  time,  the  statement  is  articulate  and  precise, 
and  possesses  all  the  authority  of  one  cautiously  emitted  in  the 
course  of  a  polemical  discussion.  Malebranche  coincided  with  Ar- 
nauld, Reid,  and  recent  philosophers  in  general,  and  consequently 
with  Locke,  as  interpreted  by  Brown,  to  the  extent  of  supposing 
that  sensation  proper  is  nothing  but  a  state  or  modification  of  the 
mind  itself;  and  Locke  had  thus  the  opportunity  of  expressing,  in 
regard  to  this  opinion,  his  agreement  or  dissent.  An  acquiescence 
in  the  doctrine,  that  the  secondary  qualities,  of  which  we  are  con- 
scious in  sensation,  are  merely  mental  states,  by  no  means  involves 
an-admission  that  the  primary  qualities,  of  which  we  are  conscious 
in  perception,  are  nothing  more.  Malebranche,  for  example,  affirms 
the  one  and  denies  the  other.  But  if  Locke  be  found  to  ridicule, 
as  he  does,  even  the  opinion  which  merely  reduces  the  secondary 
qualities  to  mental  states,  a  fortiori,  and  this  on  the  principle  of  his 
own  philosophy,  he  must  be  held  to  reject  the  doctrine,  which  would 
reduce  not  only  the  non-resembling  sensations  of  the  secondary,  but 
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even  the  resembling,  and  consequently  extended,  ideas  of  the  pri- 
mary qualities  of  matter,  to  modifications  of  the  immaterial  unex- 
tended  mind.  In  these  circumstances,  the  following  passage  is 
superfluously  conclusive  against  Brown  ;  and  equally  so,  whether  we 
,    ^  M  coincide  or  not  in  all  the  principles  it  involves. 

Locke  quoted.  .         ,     .      ,  .  „  ,  „ 

tt  But  to  examine  their  doctrine  of  modification 
a  little  farther.  —  Different  sentiments  (sensations)  are  different 
modifications  of  the  mind.  The  mind,  or  soul,  that  perceives,  is 
one  immaterial  indivisible  substance.  Now  I  see  the  white  and 
black  on  this  paper ;  I  hear  one  singing  in  the  next  room ;  I  feel 
the  warmth  of  the  fire  I  sit  by ;  and  I  taste  an  apple  I  am  eating, 
and  all  this  at  the  same  time.  Now,  I  ask,  take  modification  for 
what  you  please,  can  the  same  unextended  indivisible  substance 
have  different,  nay,  inconsistent  and  opposite  (as  these  of  white  and 
black  must  be)  modifications  at  the  same  time  ?  Or  must  we  sup- 
pose distinct  parts  in  an  indivisible  substance,  one  for  black,  another 
for  white,  and  another  for  red  ideas,  and  so  of  the  rest  of  those  in- 
finite sensations,  which  we  have  in  sorts  and  degrees ;  all  which  we 
can  distinctly  perceive,  and  so  are  distinct  ideas,  some  whereof  are 
opposite,  as  heat  and  cold,  which  yet  a  man  may  feel  at  the  same 
time  ?  I  was  ignorant  before,  how  sensation  was  performed  in  us : 
this  they  call  an  explanation  of  it !  Must  I  say  now  I  understand 
it  better  ?  If  this  be  to  cure  one's  ignorance,  it  is  a  very  slight  dis- 
ease, and  the  charm  of  two  or  three  insignificant  words  will  at  any 
time  remove  it;  probation  est?1  This  passage  is  correspondent  to 
the  doctrine  held,  on  this  point,  by  Locke's  personal  friend  and 
philosophical  follower,  Le  Clerc. 

But  if  it  be  thus  evident  that  Locke  held  neither  the  third  form 
of  representation,  that  lent  to  him  by  Brown,  nor  even  the  second ; 
it  follows,  that  Reid  did  him  anything  but  injustice,  in  supposing 
him  to  maintain  that  ideas  are  objects,  either  in  the  brain,  or  in  the 
mind  itself.  Even  the  more  material  of  these  alternatives  has  been 
the  one  generally  attributed  to  him  by  his  critics,9  and  the  one 
adopted  from  him  by  his  disciples.9  Nor  is  this  to  be  deemed  an 
opinion  too  monstrous  to  be  entertained  by  so  enlightened  a  philoso- 
pher. It  was  the  common  opinion  of  the  age ;  the  opinion,  in  par- 
ticular, held  by  the  most  illustrious  philosophers,  his  countrymen 
and  contemporaries,  —  by  Newton,  Clarke,  Willis,  Hook,  etc.4 

Descartes,  Arnauld,  and  Locke,  are  the  only  philosophers  in  regard 

1  Section  89.  3  Tucker's  light  ofNahsn,  i.  pp.  15, 18,  (2d 

*  E.  g.  Sergeant  and  Cousin.    See  Discus-  edit.)    See  Discussions,  p.  80,  notcf*  —  Ed. 

sums,  p.  SO,  note*;  and  Stewart,  PkU.  Essays, 

note  H,  Works,  v.  428.—  Ed.  4  See  Discussions,  p.  80.  —  Ed. 
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to  whom  Brown  Attempts  articulately  to  show,  that  Reid's  account 

of  their  opinions  touching  the  point  at  issue  is 

Brown  passes  over      erroneous.    But  there  are  others,  such  as  New- 

KeW'i  interprets      t       Clarke,  Hook,  Norris,  whom  Reid  charged 

of  the  opinions  of  car-  '      .     .,,'  -     '     ,         7  ,  .      .       &    , 

tain  philosopher*.  'Wl™1    holding  the    obnoxious    hypothesis,  and 

whom  Brown  passes  over  without  an  attempt 

to  vindicate,  although  Malebranche  and  Berkeley  be  the  only  two 

philosophers  in  regard  to  whom  he  explicitly  avows  that  Reid  is 

correct.    But  as  an  instance  of  Reid*s  error,  Brown  alleges  Hobbes ; 

and  as  an  evidence  of  its  universality,  the  authority  of  Le  Clero 

and  Crousaz. 

1  To  adduce  Hobbes  as  an  instance  of  Reid's  misrepresentation 

of  the  "  common  doctrine  of  ideas,**  betrays,  on 

Bat  adduces  Hobbes      the      n  of  grown  a  totaj  misapprehension  of 

as    an    instance    of  ,  ,.  .  -     ,  » 

field's  error.  ™*e  conditions  of  the  question ;   or  he  forgets 

that  Hobbes  was  a  materialist.  The  doctrine 
of  representation,  under  all  its  modifications,  is  properly  subordi- 
nate to  the  doctrine  of  a  spiritual  principle  of  thought ;  and  on  the 
supposition,  all  but  universally  admitted  among  philosophers,  that 
the  relation  of  knowledge  implied  the  analogy  of  existence,  it  was 
mainly  devised  to  explain  the  possibility  of  a  knowledge  by  an 
immaterial  subject,  of  an  existence  so  disproportioned  to  its  nature, 
as  the  qualities  of  a  material  object.  Contending,  that  an  imme- 
diate cognition  of  the  accidents  of  matter,  infers  an  essential 
identity  of  matter  and  mind,  Brown  himself  admits,  that  the 
hypothesis  of  representation  belongs  exclusively  to  the  doctrine 
of  dualism;9  whilst  Reid,  assailing  the  hypothesis  of  ideas  only  a$ 
subverting  the  reality  of  matter,  could  hardly  regard  it  as  parcel 
of  that  scheme,  which  acknowledges  the  reality  of  nothing  else. 
But  though  Hobbes  cannot  be  adduced  as  a  competent  witness 
against  Reid,  he  is,  however,  valid  evidence  against  Brown, 
Hobbes,  though  a  materialist,  admitted  no  knowledge  of  an  exter- 
nal world.  Like  his  friend  Sorbiere,  he  was  a  kind  of  material 
idealist.  According  to  him,  we  know  nothing  of  the  qualities  or 
existence  of  any  outward  reality.  All  that  we  know  is  the 
"seeming,"  the  "apparition,'*  the  "  aspect,"  the  " phasnomenon,"  the 
"phantasm,"  within  ourselves;  and  this  subjective  object,  of  which 
we  are  conscious,  and  which  is  consciousness  itself  is  nothing  more 
than  the  "  agitation "  of  our  internal  organism,  determined  by  the 
unknown  "  motions,"  which  are  supposed,  in  like  manner,  to  consti- 
tute the  world  without.  Perception  he  reduces  to  Sensation. 
Memory  and  Imagination  are  faculties  specifically  identical  with 

l  8ee  Discussions,  p.  76.  —  Ed.  J  Lect.  xxv.  pp  158, 160  (edit.  1880  ) 
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Sense,  differing  from  it  eiwply  in  the  degree  of  their  vivacity;  and 
this  difference  of  intensity,  with  Hobbes  as  with  Hume,  is  the  only 
discrimination  between  our  dreaming  and  our  waking  thought*. — 
A  doctrine  of  perception  identical  with  Reid's ! 

*Dr.  Brown  at  length  proceed*  to  consummate  his  victory,  by 

"that  most  decisive  evidence,  found  not  in  treatise*,  read  only  by 

a  few,  but  in  the  popular  elementary  works  of  science  of  the 

time,  the  general  text-books    of  schools  and 

Le  cierc  and  Cron-      colleges/'     He  quotes  however,  only  two,— 

hue,    referred    to    by  T       *~* 

Bp0WH  the  Pneumatology  of  Le  Cierc,  and  the  Logic 

of  Crousaz. 
"  Le  Cierc,"  says  Dr.  Brown,  "  in  his  chapter  on  the  nature  of 
ideas,  gives  the  history  of  the  opinions  of  phi- 
losophers on  this  subject,  and  states  among 
them  the  very  doctrine  which  is  most  forcibly  and  accurately 
opposed  to  the  ideal  system  of  perception.  'Alii  putant  idea*  et 
perceptiones  idearum  easdem  esse,  licet  relationibus  differant.  Idea, 
uti  censent,  proprie  ad  objectuni  refertur,  quod  mens  considerat;  — 
perceptio,  vere  ad  mentem  ipsam  quae  percepit :  sed  duplex  ilia 
relatio  ad  unam  modificationem  mentis  pertinent.  Itaque,  secun- 
dum hosce  philosophos,  null©  sunt,  proprie  loquendo,  ideae  a  mehte 
nostra  distinctae.'  What  is  it,  I  may  ask,  which  Dr.  Reid  considers 
himself  as  having  added  to  this  veiy  philosophical  view  of  percep- 
tion? and  if  he  added  nothing,  it  is  surely  too  much  to  ascribe  to 
him  the  merit  of  detecting  errors,  the  counter-statement  of  which 
had  long  formed  a  part  of  the  elementary  works  of  the  schools."*  - 
In  the  first  place,  Dr.  Reid  certainly  "added"  nothing  "to  this 
very  philosophical  view  of  perception,"  but  he  exploded  it  alto- 
gether. In  the  second,  it  is  false  either  that  this  doctrine  of  per- 
ception "had  long  formed  part  of  the  elementary  works  of  the 
schools,"  or  that  Le  Cierc  affords  any  countenance  to  this  assertion. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  virtually  stated  by  him  to  be  the  novel  para- 
dox of  a  single  philosopher ;  nay,  it  is  already,  as  such  a  singular 
opinion,  discussed  and  referred  to  its  author  by  Reid  himself.  Had 
Dr.  Brown  proceeded  from  the  tenth  paragraph,  which  he  quotes, 
to  the  fourteenth,  which  he  could  not  have  read,  he  would  have 
found  that  the  passage  extracted,  so  far  from  containing  the  state- 
ment of  an  old  and  familiar  dogma  in  the  schools,  was  neither  more 
nor  less  than  a  statement  of  the  contemporary  hypothesis  of  Antony 
Arnauld,  and  of  Antony  Amauld  alone.  In  the  third  place,  from 
the  mode  in  which  he  cites  Le  Cierc,  his  silence  to  the  contrary, 
and  the  general  tenor  of  his  statement,  Dr.  Brown  would  lead  us  to 

1  See  Discussions,  p.  81.  —  Ed.  2  Lect.  xxvii.  p.  174  (edit  1880.)— Ed. 
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believe  that  Le  Clerc  himself  coincides  in  "  this  very  philosophical 
view  of  perception."  So  far,  however,  from  coinciding  with 
Arnauld,  he  pronounces  his  opinion  to  be  false ;  controverts  it  upon 
very  solid  grounds;  and  in  delivering  his  own  doctrine  touching 
ideas,  though  sufficiently  cautious  in  telling  us  what  they  are,  he 
has  no  hesitation  in  assuring  us,  among  other  things  which  they 
cannot  be,  that  they  are  not  modifications  or  essential  states  of 
mind.  uNbn  est  (idea  sc.)  modijicatio  aut  essentia  mentis :  nam 
praterquam  quod  sentimus  ingens  esse  discrimen  inter  idese  percep- 
tionem  et  sensationem;  quid  habet  mens  nostra  simile  monti, 
aut  innumeris  ejusmodi  ideis?"  Such  is  the  judgment  of  that 
authority  to  which  Dr.  Brown  appealed  as  the  most  decisive."1 
In  Crousaz,  Dr.  Brown  has  actually  succeeded  in  finding  one 
example  (he  might  have  found  twenty)  of  a 
philosopher,  before  Reid,  holding  the  same 
theory  of  ideas  with  Arnauld  and  himself s 

1  Pneumatologia,  $  1.  o.  5,  }  10.  —  Ed. 

8  See  this  eutyeet  fatter  pursued  in  DUctmions ,  p.  82  *  «*.— Ed. 


LECTURE     XXIII. 

THE  PREVENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

I, —  PERCEPTION, —  WAS  RE  ID  A  NATURAL  REALIST'? 

Ik  our  last  Lecture,  I  concluded  the  review  of  Reid's  Historical 

Account  of  the  previous  Opinions  on  Percep- 

Ends  proposed  in  the      tion.     In  entering  upon  this  review,  I  proposed 

wrtew  of  Reid*  ac-      the  fonowing  ends.    In  the  first  place,  to  afford 

count  of  opinions  on  AA-i  1   A      i_    A  ^      *. 

rercevtion  you'  no^  certalnv  a  complete,  but  a  competent, 

insight  into  the  various  theories  on  this  subject ; 
and  this  was  sufficiently  accomplished  by  limiting  myself  to  the 
opinions  touched  upon  by  Reid.  My  aim,  in  the  second  place,  was 
to  correct  some  errors  of  Reid  arising  from,  and  illustrative  o£ 
those  fundamental  misconceptions  which  have  infected  his  whole 
doctrine  of  the  cognitive  faculties  with  confusion  and  error ;  and, 
in  the  third  place,  I  had  in  view  to  vindicate  Reid  from  the  attack 
made  on  him  by  Brown.  I,  accordingly,  showed  you,  that  though 
not  without  mistakes,  owing  partly  to  his  limited  acquaintance  with 
the  works  of  previous  philosophers,  and  partly  to  not  having  gen- 
eralized to  himself  the  various  possible  modifications  of  the  hy- 
pothesis of  representative  perception,  —  I  showed  you,  I  say,  that 
Reid,  though  certainly  anything  but  exempt  from  error,  was,  how- 
ever, absolutely  guiltless  of  all  and  every  one  of  that  marvellous 
tissue  of  mistakes,  with  which  he  is  so  recklessly  accused  by 
Brown,  —  whereas  Brown's  own  attack  is,  from  first  to  last,  itself 
that  very  series  of  misconceptions  which  he  imputes  to  Reid. 
Nothing,  indeed,  can  be  more  applicable  to  himself  than  the  con- 
cluding observations  which  he  makes  in  reference  to  Reid ;  and  as 
these  observations,  addressed  to  his  pupils,  embody  in  reality  an 
edifying  and  well-expressed  advice,  they  will  lose  nothing  of  their 
relevancy  or  effect,  if  the  one  philosopher  must  be  substituted  for 
the  other.1  "That  a  mind  so  vigorous  as  that  of  Dr.  Reid  should 
have  been  capable  of  the  series  of  misconceptions  which  we  have 
traced,  may  seem  wonderful,  and  truly  is  so ;  and  equally,  or  rather 

1  Ducussitms,  p  82. —  Ed. 
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still  more  wonderful,  is  the  general  admission  of  his  merit  in  this 
respect.  I  trust  it  will  impress  you  with  one  important  lesson  —  to 
consult  the  opinions  of  authors  in  their  own  works,  and  not  in  the 
works  of  those  who  profess  to  give  a  faithful  account  of  them. 
From  my  own  experience  I  can  most  truly  assure  you,  that  there 
is  scarcely  an  instance  in  which  I  have  found  the  view  which  I  had 
received  of  them  to  be  faithful.  There  is  usually  something  more, 
or  something  less,  which  modifies  the  general  result ;  and  by  the 
various  additions  and  subtractions  thus  made,  so  much  of  the  spirit 
of  the  original  doctrine  is  lost,  that  it  may,  in  some  cases,  be  con- 
sidered as  having  made  a  fortunate  escape,  if  it  be  not  at  last  repre- 
sented as  directly  opposite  to  what  it  is."1 

The  mistakes  of  Dr.  Brown  in  relation  to  Reid,  on  which  I  have 

hitherto  animadverted,  are  comparatively  unim-. 

Beid  right  in  attrib-      portant.      Their  refutation  only,  evinces  that 

nting  to  philosopher*      j^  aid  not  erroneously  attribute  to  philoso- 

dootrine  of  Represent      pbers  in  general  the  cruder  form  of  the  repre- 

tative  Perception.  sentative  hypothesis  of  perception ;  and  that  he 

was  fully  warranted  in  this  attribution,  is  not 
only  demonstrated  by  the  disproval  of  all  the  instances  which 
Brown  has  alleged  against  Reid,  but  might  be  shown  by  a  whole 
crowd  of  examples,  were  it  necessary  to  prove  so  undeniable  a  fact. 
In  addition  to  what  I  have  already  articulately  proved,  it  will  be 
enough  now  simply  to  mention  that  the  most  learned  and  intelli- 
gent of  the  philosophers  of  last  century  might  be  quoted  to  the 
fact,  that  the  opinion  attributed  by  Reid  to  psychologists  in  general, 
was  in  reality  the  prevalent;  and  that  the  doctrine  of  Arnauld, 
which  Brown  supposes  to  have  been  the  one  universally  received, 
was  only  adopted  by  the  few.  To  this  point  Malebranche,  Leib- 
nitz, and  Brucker,  the  younger  Thomasius,  'S  Gravesande,  Genovesi, 
and  Voltaire,*  are  conclusive  evidence. 
But  a  more  important  historical  question  remains,  and  one  which 

even  more  affects  the  reputations  of  Reid  and 
Wm  ^idwmseif s      Brown#    It  ^  this:— Did  Reid,  as  Brown  sup- 

Natural  Realist?  '  r 

poses,  hold,  not  the  doctrine  of  Natural  Real- 
ism, but  the  finer  hypothesis  of  a  Representative  Perception? 

If  Reid  did  hold  this  doctrine,  I  admit  at  once  that  Brown  is 
right.8  Reid  accomplished  nothing;  his  philosophy  is  a  blunder, 
and  his  whole  polemic  against  the  philosophers,  too  insignificant 
for  refutation  or  comment.    The  one  form  of  representation  may 

l  Philosophy  0/  the  Human  AEad,  Leek  *  These  testimonies  are  given  in  fall,  Dis- 
xxvii.  p.  175  (edit.  1880).  cushions,  p.  88.  —  Ed. 

8  See  Discussions,  p.  91.  —  Ed. 
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be  somewhat  simpler  and  more  philosophical  than  the  other;  bat 
the  substitution  of  the  former  for  the  latter  is  hardly  deserving  of 
notice;  and  of  all  conceivable  hallucinations  the  very  greatest 
would  be  that  of  Reid,  in  arrogating  to  himself  the  merit  of  thus 
subverting  the  foundation  of  Idealism  and  Skepticism,  and  of  phi* 
loaophen  at  large  in  acknowledging  the  pretension.  The  idealist 
and  skeptic  can  establish  their  conclusions  indifferently  on  either 
form  of  a  representative  perception ;  nay,  the  simpler  form  affords 
a  securer,  as  the  more  philosophical,  foundation.  The  idealism  of 
Fichte  is  accordingly  a  system  far  more  firmly  founded  than  the 
idealism  of  Berkeley;  and  as  the  simpler  involves  a  contradiction 
of  consciousness  more  extensive  and  direct,  so  it  furnishes  to  the 
skeptic  a  longer  and  more  powerful  lever. 

Before,  however,  discussing  this  question,  it  may  be  proper  here 
to  consider  more  particularly  a  matter  of  which 

The  distinction  of      we  have  hitherto  treated  only  by  the  way, — I 

*»L?£  £J2£  metn  the  distinction  rf  Immediate  or  Intuitive, 
t«  be  si«t  eoBtiderad.  in  contrast  to  Mediate  or  Representative  Knowl- 
edge. This  is  a  distinction  of  the  most  impor- 
tant kind,  and  it  is  one  which  has,  however,  been  almost  wholly 
overlooked  by  philosophers.  This  oversight  is  less  to  be  wondered 
at  in  those  who  allowed  no  immediate  knowledge  to  the  mind, 
except  of  its  proper  modes;  in  their  systems  the  distinction,  though 
it  still  subsisted,  had  little  relevancy  or  effect,  as  it  did  not  dis- 
criminate the  faculty  by  which  we  are  aware  of  the  presence  of 
external  objects,  from  that  by  which,  when  absent,  these  are  imaged 
to  the  mind.  In  neither  case,  on  this  doctrine,  are  we  conscious  or 
immediately  cognizant  of  the  external  reality,  but  only  of  the 
mental  mode  through  which  it  is  represented.  But  it  is  more 
astonishing  that  those  who  maintain  that  the  mind  is  immediately 
percipient  of  external  things,  should  not  have  signalized  this  dis- 
tinction ;  as  on  it  is  established  the  essential  difference  of  Percep- 
tion as  a  faculty  of  intuitive,  Imagination  as  a  faculty  of  repre- 
sentative, knowledge.  But  the  marvel  is  still  more  enhanced 
when  we  find  that  Reid  and  Stewart — (if  to  them  this  opinion 
really  belongs)  so  far  from  distinguishing  Perception  as  an  imme- 
diate and  intuitive,  from  Imagination  (and  under  Imagination,  be 
it  observed,  I  include  both  the  Conception  and  the  Memory  of 
these  philosophers),  as  a  mediate  or  representative,  faculty, — in 
language  make  them  both  equally  immediate. 
JSLTl^11  You  will  recollect  the  refototion  I  formerly  gave 
you  of  Reid's  self-contradictory  assertion,  that 
in  Memory  we    are    immediately  cognizant    of  that    which,  as 

40 
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past,  is  not  now  existent,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  known  in  itself; 
and  that,  in  Imagination,  we  are  immediately  cognizant  of  that 
which  is  distant,  or  of  that  which  is  not,  and  probably  never  was, 
in  being.1  Here  the  terra  immediate  is  either  absurd,  as  contra- 
dictory; or  it  is  applied  only,  in  a  certain  special  meaning,  to  desig- 
nate the  simpler  form  of  representation,  in  which  nothing  is  sup- 
posed to  intervene  between  the  mental  cognition  and  the  external 
reality;  in  contrast  to  the  more  complex,  in  which  the  represen- 
tative or  vicarious  image  is  supposed  to  be  something  different 
from  both.  Thus,  in  consequence  of  this  dis- 
Hb  whole  phuoso-  tinction  not  only  not  having  been  traced  by 
Lnftufon.  nV°  Ve  Reid,  as  the  discriminative  principle  of  his  doc- 

trine, but  having  been  even  overlaid,  obscured, 
and  perplexed,  his  whole  philosophy  has  been  involved  in  haze 
and  confusion;  insomuch  that  a  philosopher  of  Brown's  acuteness 
could  (as  we  have  seen  and  shall  see)  actually  so  far  misconceive, 
as  even  to  reverse  its  import.     The  distinction  is,  therefore,  one 
which,  on  every  account,  merits  your  most  sedulous  attention ;  but 
though  of  primary  importance,  it  is  fortunately  not  of  any  con- 
siderable difficulty. 
As  every  cognitive  act  which,  in  one  relation,  is  a  mediate  or 
representative,  is,  in  another,  an  immediate  or 
^idJ^^on  ta      intuitive,  knowledge,  let  us  take  a  particular 
illustrated.  instance  of  such  an  act ;  as  hereby  we  shall  at 

once  obtain  an  example  of  the  one  kind  of 
knowledge,  and  of  the  other,  and  these  also  in  proximate  contrast 
to  each  other.  I  call  up  an  image  of  the  High  Church.  Now, 
in  this  act,  what  do  I  know  immediately  or  intuitively;  what 
mediately  or  by  representation?  It  is  manifest  that  I  am  conscious 
or  immediately  cognizant  of  all  that  is  known  as  an  act  or  modifi- 
cation of  my  mind,  and,  consequently,  of  the  modification  or  act 
which  constitutes  the  mental  image  of  the  Cathedral.  But  as,  in 
this  operation,  it  is  evident,  that  I  am  conscious  or  immediately 
cognizant  of  the  Cathedral,  as  imaged  in  my  mind ;  so  it  is  equally 
manifest,  that  I  am  not  conscious  or  immediately  cognizant  of  the 
Cathedral  as  existing.  But  still  I  am  said  to  know  it ;  it  is  even 
called  the  object  of  my  thought.  I  can,  however,  only  know  it 
mediately,  —  only  through  the  mental  image  which  represents  it 
to  consciousness ;  and  it  can  only  be  styled  the  object  of  thought, 
inasmuch  as  a  reference  to  it  is  necessarily  involved  in  the  act  of 
representation.    From  this  example  is  manifest,  what  in  general 

l  See  Leot  3dl.  p.  151  «*««?.— Ed. 
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is  meant  by  immediate  or  intuitive, — what  by  mediate  or  repre- 
sentative knowledge.  All  philosophers  are  at  one  in  regard  to  the 
immediate  knowledge  of  our  present  mental  modifications;  and 
all  are  equally  agreed,  if  we  remove  some  verbal  ambiguities,  that 
we  are  only  mediately  cognizant  of  all  past  thoughts,  objects,  and 
events,  and  of  every  external  reality  not  at  the  moment  within  the 
sphere  of  sense.  There  is  but  one  point  on  which  they  are  now  at 
variance,  —  viz.,  whether  the  thinking  subject  is 
The  eontrutt  be-      competent  to  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  aught 

tween  Intuitive   and        but  ^  modificationg  of  the  mental  Be]f .  in  other 
Representative  Cogni-  ' 

tion.  words,  whether  we  can  have  any  immediate  per- 

ception of  external  things.    Waiving,  however, 
this  question  for  the  moment,  let  us  articulately  state  what  are  the 
different  conditions  involved  in  the  two  kinds  of  knowledge. 
In  the  first  place,  considered  as  acts.  —  An  act  of  immediate 
knowledge  is  simple;  there  is  nothing  beyond 
acta.    CoMidewd   M      the  mere  consciousness,  by  that  which  knows, 
of  that  which  is  known.    Here  consciousness  is 
simply  contemplative.    On  the  contrary,  an  act  of  mediate  knowl- 
edge is  complex ;  for  the  mind  is  not  only  conscious  of  the  act  as 
its  own  modification,  but  of  this  modification  as  an  object  repre- 
sentative ofj  or  relative  to,  an  object  beyond  the  sphere  of  con- 
sciousness.    In  this  act,  consciousness  is  both  representative  and 
contemplative  of  the  representation. 
In  the  second  place,  in  relation  to  their  objects.  —  In  an  imme- 
diate cognition,  the  object  is  single,  and  the 
thefe  w  ^a^°a  *°      *erm  unequivocal.     Here   the    object  in  con- 
sciousness, and  the  object  in  existence,  are  the 
same ;  in  the  language  of  the  schools,  the  esse  intentionale  or  repre- 
sentativum,  coincides  with  the  esse  entitativum.     In  a  mediate 
cognition,  on  the  other  hand,  the  object  is  twofold,  and  the  term 
equivocal ;  the  object  known  and  representing  being  different  from 
the  object  unknown,  except  as  represented.    The  immediate  object, 
or  object  known  in  this  act,  should  be  called  the  subjective  object, 
or  subject-object,  in  contradistinction  to  the  mediate  or  unknown 
object,  which  might  be  discriminated  as  the  object-object.    A  slight 
acquaintance  with  philosophical  writings  will  show  you  how  neces- 
sary such  a  distinction  is ;  the  want  of  it  has  caused  Reid  to  puzzle 
himself,  and  Kant  to  perplex  his  readers. 
In  the  third  place,  considered  as  judgments  (for  you  will  recol- 
lect that  every  act  of  Consciousness  involves  an 

8.  Adjudgments.  M  .      „  -r  ...  .      .1  i  •      A 

affirmation).  —  In  an  intuitive  act,  the  object 
known  is  known  as  actually  existing;  the  cognition,  therefore,  is 


4  **  * 

t 
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Assertory,  inasmuch  as  the  reality  of  that,  its  object,  is  given  uncon- 
ditionally as  a  feet.  In  a  representative  act,  on  the  contrary,  the 
represented  object  is  unknown  as  actually  existing;  the  cognition, 
therefore,  is  problematical,  the  reality  of  the  object  represented 
Jbeing  only  given  as  a  possibility,  on  the  hypothesis  of  the  object 
representing. 

In  the  fourth  place,  in  relation  to  their  sphere.  —  Representative 

knowledge  is  exclusively  subjective,  for  its  im- 
their    hare.    0n  mediate  object  is  a  mere  mental  modification, 

and  its  mediate  object  is  unknown,  except  in 
so  far  as  that  modification  represents  it.  Intuitive  knowledge,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  consciousness  is  to  be.  credited,  is  either  sub- 
jective or  objective,  for  its  single  object  may  be  either  a  phe- 
nomenon of  the  ego  or  of  the  non-ego, — either  mental  or  material. 
In  the  fifth  place,  considered  in  reference  to  their  perfection. — 

An  intuitive  cognition,  as  an  act,  is  complete 
their  Deriec!^1*1106  *°      an(*  ftksolute,  **  irrespective  of  aught  beyond 

the  dominion  of  consciousness ;  whereas,  a  rep- 
resentative cognition,  as  an  act,  is  incomplete,  being  relative  to, 
and  vicarious  ofj  an  existence  beyond  the  sphere  of  actual  knowU 
edge.  The  object  likewise  of  the  former  is  complete,  being  at 
once  known  and  real;  whereas,  in  the  latter,  the  object  known  is 
{deal,  the  real  object  unknown.  In  their  relations  to  each  other, 
immediate  knowledge  is  complete,  as  self-sufficient;  mediate  knowl* 
edge,  on  the  contrary,  is  incomplete,  as  dependent  on  the  other  for 
its  realization.1 

Snch  are  the  two  kinds  of  knowledge  which  it  is  necessary  to 
distinguish,  and  such  are  the  principal  contrasts  they  present.  I 
said  a  little  ago  that  this  distinction,  so  far  from  'being  signalized, 
had  been  almost  abolished  by  philosophers.    I  ought,  however,  to 

have  excepted  certain  of  the  schoolmen,9  by 

This    distinction      whom  this  discrimination  was  not  only  taken, 

tte^ootaL.      °       ^ut  admirably  applied;  and,  though  I  did  not 

originally  borrow  it  from  them,  I  was  happy  to 
find  that  what  I  had  thought  out  for  myself  was  confirmed  by  the 

l  For  a  fuller  statement  of  the  points  of  n|s  oognitto  que  habetnr  de  re,  non  sic  reall- 

dlstinction  between  Immediate  and  Mediate  ter  pragsente  in  ratione  object!  immediate  eog- 

Knowledge,  see  Jtafs  Works,  Suppl.  Dissert,  niti.    $  9:  Actus  sensuum  exteriorum  san$ 

Note  B,  p.  804-815.  —  Ed.  intuitiri,  propter  Jmmediatum  ordinem  ad  ob* 

9  [See  Durandua,  In  Sent.,  Prologns,  q.  8,  Jecta  sua."    Cf.  John  Major,  In  Sou.,  lib.  i. 

$  6 :  **  Cognitio  intuitive,  ilia  qua  immediate  diat.  ill.  q.  2,  f.  83,  and  Tellez,  Summa  Philoso- 

tendit  ad  rem  sibi  pnesentem  objective,  seonn-  phia.  torn.  U.  p.  968.]    [Besides  Durandus,  the 

dum  ejus  actualem  existentiam :  siout  cum  vi-  Conimbricenses  refer  to  Scotos,  Ferrariensia, 

deo  eolorem  existentem  in  pariete,  vel  rosam  Anselm,  Hugo  a  Sancto  Vlctore,  the  Master 

quam  in  manu  teueo.    Abstract**  jUoitur  om~  of  Sentences,  Aquinas,  Qrepory  Aripiinensii 
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Authority  of  these  tfubtle  spirits.  The  names  given  ll  the  schools 
to  the  immediate  and  mediate  cognitions  were  intuitive  and  ab- 
stractive (cognitio  intuitiva,  cognitio  abstractiva),  meaning  hy  the 
latter  term  not  merely  what  we,  with  them,  call  abstract  knowl- 
edge, but  also  the  representations  of  eoncrete  objects  in  the  imagin- 
ation or  memory. 

Now,  possessed  of  this  distinction,  of  which  Reid  knew  nothing', 
and  asserting  far  more  clearly  and  explicitly  than  he  has  ever  done 
the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive  perception,  I  think  the  affirmation  I 
made  in  my  last  Lecture  is  not  unwarranted,  —  that  a  considerable 
section 'of  the  schoolmen  were  incomparably  superior  to  Reid,  or 
any  modern  philosopher,  in  their  exposition  of  the  true  theory  of 
that  faculty.  It  is  only  wonderful  that  this,  their  doctrine,  has  not 
hitherto  attracted  attention,  and  obtained  the  celebrity  it  merits. 

Having  now  prepared  you  for  the  question  concerning  Reid,  I 
shall  proceed  to  its  consideration ;  and  shall,  in 

Order  of  the  di»-        fl|e  firgt     j  ^^  ^  g—jftenk  tnat  may  fa 

elusion.  •  v*  .  i    ■«•  * 

adduced  in  favor  of  the  opinion,  that  Reid  did 
not  assert  a  doctrine  of  Natural  Realism,  —  did  not  accept  the  fact 
of  the  duality  of  consciousness  in  its  genuine  integrity,  but  only 
deluded  himself  with  the  belief  that  he  was  originating  a  new  ot 
an  important  opinion,  by  the  adoption  of  the  simpler  form  of  Rep- 
resentation; and,  in  the  second  place,  state  the  arguments  that 
may  be  alleged  in  support  of  the  opposite  conclusion,  that  hid 
doctrine  is  in  truth  the  simple  doctrine  of  Natural  Realism. 
But  before  proceeding  to  state  the  grounds  on  which  alone  1 

conceive  any  presumption  can  be  founded,  that 

l.    Grounds   on      ^e[^  \B  nofi  a  Natural  Realist,  but,  like  Brown, 

which  Beid  m*y  be  Cosmothetio  Idealist,  I  shall  state  and  refute 

supposed  not  a  Nat-  ^ 

oral  KeaHst.  the  only  attempt  made  by  Brown  to  support 

Brown's  single  ar-      this,  his  interpretation  of  Reid's  fundamental 

gnment  in  rapport  of      doctrine.    Brown's  interpretation  of  Reid  seems, 

the  riew    that   Beid        .  ,    r  «  .  ,  .  ,     ,^ 

was  a  cosmothetio  m  fact>  not  grounded  on  anything  which  he 
idealist,  refuted.  found  in  Reid,  but  simply  on  his  own  assump- 

tion of  what  Reid's  opinion  must  be.  For, 
marvellous  as  it  may  sound,  Brown  hardly  seems  to  have  con- 
templated the  possibility  of  an  immediate  knowledge  of  anything 
beyond  the  sphere  of  self;  and  I  should  say,  without  qualification, 
that  he  had  never  at  all  imagined  this  possibility,  were  it  not  for 


Patadanns,  Cajetan,  as  distinguishing  be-  Reid's  Works,  Suppl.  Diss.  B,  p.  812.  — See 
tween  knowledge  ttUviHv*  and  abstractive,  above,  I».  xzi.  p.  292,  and  L.  xxii.  p.  800.  — 
See  In  De  Jnima,  Ub.  tl.  c.  vi.  q.  8,  p.  198,  and     £d.] 
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the  single  attempt  he  makes  at  a  proof  of  the  impossibility  of 
Reid  holding  such  an  opinion,  when  on  one  occasion  Reid's  lan- 
guage seems  for  a  moment  to  have  actually  suggested  to  him  the 
question :  Might  that  philosopher  not  perhaps  regard  the  external 
object  as  identical  with  the  immediate  object  in  perception?  In 
the  following  passage,  you  will  observe,  by  anticipation,  that  by 
Sensation,  which  ought  to  be  called  Sensation  Proper,  is  meant  the 
subjective  feeling,  —  the  pleasure  or  pain  involved  in  an  act  of 
sensible  perception ;  and  by  Perception,  which  ought  to  be  called 
Perception  Proper,  is  meant  the  objective  knowledge  which  we 
have,  or  think  we  have,  of  the  external  object  in  that  act.  u  c  Sen- 
sation,' says  Dr.  Reid, '  can  be  nothing  else  than 

Brown  quoted.  .      '        J  '  6       .  . 

it  is  felt  to  be.  Its  very  essence  consists  m 
being  felt ;  and  when  it  is  not  felt,  it  is  not.  There  is  no  difference 
between  the  sensation  and  the  feeling  of  it ;  they  are  one  and  the 
same  thing.'  But  this  is  surely  equally  true  of  what  he  terms  per- 
ception, which,  as  a  state  of  the  mind,  it  must  be  remembered,  is, 
according  to  his  own  account  of  it,  as  different  from  the  object 
perceived  as  the  sensation  is.  We  may  say  of  the  mental  state 
of  perception,  too,  in  his  own  language,  as  indeed  we  must  say  of 
all  our  states  of  mind,  whatever  they  may  be,  that  it  can  be  noth- 
ing else  than  it  is  felt  to  be.  Its  very  essence  consists  in  being 
felt;  and  when  it  is  not  felt,  it  is  not.  There  is  no  difference 
between  the  perception  and  the  feeling  of  it ;  they  are  one  and 
the  same  thing.  The  sensation,  indeed,  which  is  mental,  is  dif- 
ferent from  the  object  exciting  it,  which  we  term  material ;  but  so 
also  is  the  state  of  mind  which  constitutes  perception;  for  Br, 
Reid  was  surely  too  zealous  an  opponent  of  the  systems  which 
ascribe  everything  to  mind  alone,  or  to  matter  alone,  to  consider 
the  perception  as  itself  the  object  perceived.  That  in  sensation, 
as  contradistinguished  from  perception,  there  is  no  reference  made 
to  an  external  object,  is  true ;  because,  when  the  reference  is  made, 
we  then  use  the  new  term  of  perception;  but  that  in  sensation 
there  is  no  object  distinct  from  that  act  of  the  mind  by  which  it 
is  felt,  —  no  object  independent  of  the  mental  feeling,  is  surely  a 
very  strange  opinion  of  this  philosopher ;  since  what  he  terms  per- 
ception is  nothing  but  the  reference  of  this  very  sensation  to  its 
external  object.  The  sensation  itself  he  certainly  supposes  to 
depend  on  the  presence  of  an  external  object,  which  is  all  that 
can  be  understood  in  the  case  of  perception,  when  we  speak  of  its 
objects,  or,  in  other  words,  of  those  external .  causes  to  which  we 
refer  our  sensations ;  for  the  material  object  itself  he  surely  could 
not  consider  as  forming  a  part  of  the  perception,  which  is  a  state 


LaCT.  XXffl.  METAPHYSICS.  319 

of  the  mind  alone.  To  be  the  object  of  perception,  is  nothing 
more  than  to  be.  the  foreign  cause  or  occasion,  on  which  this  state 
of  the  mind  directly  or  indirectly  arises ;  and  an .  object,  in  this 
only  intelligible  sense,  as  an  occasion  or  cause  of  a  certain  subse- 
quent effect,  must,  on  his  own  principles,  be  equally  allowed  to 
sensation.  Though  he  does  not  inform  us  what  he  means  by  the 
term  otyect,  as  peculiarly  applied  to  perception,  —  (and,  indeed,  if 
he  had  explained  it,  I  cannot  but  think  that  a  great  part  of  his 
system,  which  is  founded  on  the  confusion  of  this  single  word,  as 
something  different  from  a  mere  external  cause  of  an  internal 
feeling,  must  have  fallen  to  the  ground),  —  he  yet  tells  us  very 
explicitly,  that  to  be  the  object  of  perception,  is  something  more 
than  to  be  the  external  occasion  on  which  that  state  of  the  mind 
arises  which  he  terms  perception;  for,  in  arguing  against  the 
opinion  of  a  philosopher  who  contends  for  the  existence  of  certain 
images  or  traces  in  the  brain,  and  yet  says,  'that  we  are  not  to 
conceive  the  images  or  traces  in  the  brain  to  be  perceived,  as  if 
there  were  eyes  in  the  brain ;  these  traces  are  only  occasions,  on 
which,  by  the  laws  of  the  union  of  soul  and  body,  ideas  are  excited 
in  the  mind ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should 
be  an  exact  resemblance  between  the  traces  and  the  things  repre- 
sented by  them,  any  more  than  that  words  or  signs  should  be 
exactly  like  the  things  signified  by  them,'  he  adds:  ( These  two 
opinions,  I  think,  cannot  be  reconciled.  For  if  the  images  or 
traces  in  the  brain  are  perceived,  they  must  be  the  objects  of 
perception,  and  not  the  occasions  of  it  only.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  they  are  only  the  occasions  of  our  perceiving,  they  are  not 
perceived  at  all.'  Did  Dr.  Reid,  then,  suppose  that  the  feeling, 
whatever  it  may  be,  which  constitutes  perception  as  a  state  of  the 
mind,  or,  in  short,  all  of  which  we  are  conscious  in  perception,  is 
not  strictly  and  exclusively  mental,  as  much  as  all  of  which  we  are 
conscious  in  remembrance,  or  in  love,  or  hate ;  or  did  he  wish  us 
to  believe  that  matter  itself  in  any  of  its  forms,  is,  or  can  be,  a 
part  of  the  phaenomena  or  states  of  the  mind,  —  a  part,  therefore, 
of  that  mental  state  or  feeling  which  we  term  a  perception  ?  Our 
sensations,  like  our  remembrances  or  emotions,  we  refer  to  some 
cause  or  antecedent.  The  difference  is,  that  in  the  one  case  we 
consider  the  feeling  as  having  for  its  cause  some  previous  feeling 
or  state  of  the  mind  itself;  in  the  other  case  we  consider  it  as 
having  for  its  cause  something  which  is  external  to  ourselves,  and 
independent  of  our  transient  feelings, — something  which,  in  con- 
sequence of  former  feelings  suggested  at  the  moment,  it  is  impossi- 
ble for  us  not  to  regard  as  extended  and  resisting.     But  still,  what 
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we  thus  regard  as  extended  and  resisting,  is  known  to  us  only  by 
the  feelings  which  it  occasions  in  our  mind.  What  matter,  m  its 
relation  to  percipient  mind,,  can  be,  bat  the  canoe  or  occasion, 
direct  or  indirect*  of  that  class  of  feelings  which  I  term  sensations 
or  perceptions,  it  is  absolutely  impossible  for  me  to  conceive. 

"  The  percipient  mind,  in  no  one  of  its  affections,  can  be  said  to 
be  the  mass  of  matter  which  it  perceives,  unless  the  separate  exist- 
ence, either  of  matter  or  of  mind,  be  abandoned  by  us,  the  existence 
of  either  of  which,  Dr.  Reid  would  have  been  the  last  of  philoso- 
phers to  yield.  He  acknowledges  that  our  perceptions  are  conse- 
quent on  the  presence  of  external  bodies,  not  from  any  necessary 
connection  subsisting  between  them,  but  merely  from  the  arrange- 
ment which  the  Deity,  in  his  wisdom,  has  chosen  to  make  of  their 
mutual  phenomena ;  which  is  surely  to  say,  that  the  Deity  has  ren- 
dered the  presence  of  the  external  object  the  occasion  of  that 
affection  of  the  mind  which  is  termed  perception ;  or,  if  it  be  not  to 
say  this,  it  is  to  say  nothing.  Whatever  state  of  mind  perception 
may  be ;  whether  a  primary  result  of  a  peculiar  power,  or  a  mere 
secondary  reference  of  association  that  follows  the  particular  sensa- 
tion, of  which  the  reference  is  made,  it  is  itself  in  either  view  of  it, 
but  a  state  of  the  mind ;  and  to  be  the  external  occasion  or  ante- 
cedent of  this  state  of  mind,  since  it  is  to  produce,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, all  which  constitutes  perception,  is  surely,  therefore,  to  be> 
perceived,  or  there  must  be  something  in  the  mere  word  perceived, 
different  from  the  physical  reality  which  H  expresses.0 1 

9  Now  the  sum  and  substance  of  this  reasoning  is,  as  far  as  I  can 
comprehend  it,  to  the  following  effect: — To 
sut^ndraftated.  **      assert  an  immediate  perception  of  material  qual- 
ities, is  to  assert  an  identity  of  matter  and  mind ; 
for  that  which  is  immediately  known  must  be  the  same  in  nature  as 
that  which  immediately  knows. 

But  Reid  was  not  a  materialist,  was  a  sturdy  spiritualist;  there- 
fore he  could  not  really  maintain  an  immediate  perception  of  the 
qualities  of  matter. 

The  whole  validity  of  this  argument  consists  in  the  truth  of  the 
major  proposition  (for  the  minor  proposition  that  Reid  was  not  a 
materialist  is  certain),  —  To  assert  an  immediate  perception  of  ma- 
terial qualities,  is  to  assert  an  identity  of  matter  and  mind ;  for  that 
which  is  immediately  known  must  be  the  same  in  essence  as  that 
which  immediately  knows. 

Now  in  support  of  the  proposition  which  constitutes  the  founda- 

1  Lectures  on  the  Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind,  Leot.  XXT.  p.  US,  ISO. 
»  See  Ductusions,  p.  60.  —  Job. 
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tion  of  his  argument,  Brown  offers  no  proof    He  assumes  it  as 

an  axiom.    But  so  far  from  his  being  entitled 

Hit   fundamental      ^  ^0       v     ^  j^ng  too  evident  to  fear  denial. 

proposition  assumed.  .  -  - 

it  is,  on  the  contrary,  not  only  not  obtrusively 
true,  but,  when  examined,  precisely  the  reverse  of  truth. 

In  the  first  place,  if  we  appeal  to  the  only  possible  arbiter  in  the 

case, — the  authority  of  consciousness,  —  we  find 

in  the  flnt  place,  dto-      tnat  consciousne88  gives  as  an  ultimate  fact,  in 

proved  by  conscious- 

neM  the  unity  of  knowledge,  the  duality  of  exist- 

ence ;  that  is,  it  assures  us  that,  in  the  act  of 
perception,  the  percipient  subject  is  at  once  conscious  of  something 
which  it  distinguishes  as  a  modification  of  self,  and  of  something 
which  it  distinguishes  as  a  modification  of  not-self.    Reid,  there- 
fore, as  a  dualist,  and  a  dualist  founding  not  on  the  hypotheses  of 
philosophers,  but  on  the  data  of  consciousness,  might  safely  maintain 
the  fact  of  our  immediate  perception  of  external  objects,  without 
fear  of  involving  himself  in  an  assertion  of  the  identity  of  mind  and 
matter. 
But,  in  the  second  place,  if  Reid  did  not  maintain  this  immediacy 
of  perception,  and  assert  the  veracity  of  consci- 
in  the  second  place,      ousness,  he  would  at  once  be  forced  to  admit 
wonid  prove  the  con-      one  Qr  0faer  0f  tne  unitarian  conclusions  of  ma- 

▼ene  of  .what  Brown  .  . 

employs  it  to  establish.  teriaksm  or  idealism.  Our  knowledge  of  mind 
and  matter,  as  substances,  is  merely  relative; 
they  are  known  to  us  only  in  their  qualities ;  and  we  can  justify  the 
postulation  of  two  different  substances,  exclusively  on  the  supposi- 
tion of  the  incompatibility  of  the  double  series  of  phenomena  to 
coinhere  in  one.  Is  this  supposition  disproved  ? — The  presumption 
against  dualism  is  again  decisive.  Entities  are  not  to  be  multiplied 
without  necessity ;  a  plurality  of  principles  is  not  to  be  assumed, 
where  the  phenomena  can  be  explained  by  one.  In  Brown's  theory 
of  perception,  he  abolishes  the  incompatibility  of  the  two  series ; 
and  yet  his  argument,  as  a  dualist,  for  an  immaterial  principle  of 
thought,  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  this  incompatibility  subsists. l 
This  philosopher  denies  us  an  immediate  knowledge  of  aught  be- 
yond the  accidents  of  mind.  The  accidents  which  we  refer  to  body, 
as  known  to  us,  are  only  states  or  modifications  of  the  percipient 
subject  itself;  in  other  words,  the  qualities  we  call  material,  are 
known  by  us  to  exist,  only  as  they  are  known  by  us  to  inhere  in  the 
same  substance  as  the  qualities  we  denominate  mental.  There  is  an 
apparent  antithesis,  but  a  real  identity.  On  this  doctrine,  the 
hypothesis  of  a  double  principle  losing  its  necessity,  becomes  philo- 

1  Pk0o*opK9  of  tM*  Human  Mind,  LecLxxvi.  pp.  646, 647. 
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sophically  abeurd ;  on  the  law  of  parcimony,  a  psychological  unita* 
rianism  is  established.  To  the  argument,  that  the  qualities  of  the 
object,  are  so  repugnant  to  the  qualities  of  the  subject,  of  percep- 
tion, that  they  cannot  be  supposed  the  accidents  of  the  same  sub- 
stance, the  unitarian  —  whether  materialist,  idealist,  or  absolutist,  — 
has  only  to  reply :  —  that  so  far  from  the  attributes  of  the  object 
being  exclusive  of  the  attributes  of  the  subject,  in  this  act,  the 
hypothetical  dualist  himself  establishes,  as  the  fundamental  axiom 
of  his  philosophy  of  mind,  that  the  object  known  is  universally 
identical  with  the  subject  knowing.  The  materialist  may  now 
derive  the  subject  from  the  object,  the  idealist  derive  the  object 
from  the  subject,  the  absolutist  sublimate  both  into  indifference, 
nay,  the  nihilist  subvert  the  substantial  reality  of  either; — the 
hypothetical  realist,  so  far  from  being  able  to  resist  the  conclusion 
of  any,  in  fact  accords  their  assumptive  premises  to  all. 

So  far,  therefore,  is  Brown's  argument  from  inferring  the  conclu- 
sion, that  Reid  could  not  have  maintained  our  immediate  percep- 
tion of  external  objects,  that  not  only  is  its  inference  expressly 
denied  by  Reid,  but  if  properly  applied,  it  would  prove  the  very 
converse  of  what  Brown  employs  it  to  establish. 

But  there  is  a  ground  considerably  stronger  than  that  on  which 
Brown  has  attempted  to  evince  the  identity  of 

Beid's    equalizing        _>   .,,  *  .  .  ,    .  .  *     . 

perception  and  immgi-  ^ld  *  opinion  on  perception  with  his  own.  This 
nation,  a  ground  on  ground  is  his  equalizing  Perception  and  Imag- 
which  he  may  be  wp-  ination.  (Under  Imagination,  you  will  again 
p«ed^not  a  Natural  observe>  that  j  include  ftudf*  Conception  and 
Memory.)  Other  philosophers  brought  percep- 
tion into  unison  with  imagination,  by  making  perception  a  faculty 
of  mediate  knowledge.  Reid,  on  the  contrary,  has  brought  imagina- 
tion into  unison  with  perception,  by  calling  imagination  a  faculty  of 
immediate  knowledge.  Now  as  it  is  manifest  that,  in  an  act  of 
imagination,  the  object-object  is  and  can  possibly  be  known  only, 
mediately,  through  a  representation,  it  follows  that  we  must  per- 
force adopt  one  of  two  alternatives,  —  we  may  either  suppose  that 
Reid  means  by  immediate  knowledge  only  that  simpler  form  of 
representation  from  which  the  idea  or  tertium  quid,  intermediate 
between  the  external  reality  and  the  conscious  mind,  is  thrown  out, 
or  that,  in  his  extreme  horror  of  the  hypothesis 
Butmay  be  explained  0f  ideas,  he  has  altogether  overlooked  the  fun* 
oond«tentiy  with  hi*      dameiltal  distinction  of  mediate  and  immediate 

doctrine    of   Natnral 

Beaifcm.  cognition,  by  which  the  faculties  of  perception 

and   imagination  are  discriminated;  and  that 

thus  his  very  anxiety  to  separate  more  widely  his  own  doctrine  of 
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intuition  from  the  representative  hypothesis  of  the  philosophers, 

has,  in  fact,  caused  him  almost  inextricably  to  confound  the  two 

opinions. 

That  this  latter  alternative  is  greatly  the  more  probable,  I  shall 

now  proceed  to  show  you ;  and  in  doing  this,  I 

J£*\ Lu £.3      **&  y°u  to  keeP  in  wba  *e  neoe88aiT  contrasts 
Betjism.  by  which  an  immediate  or  intuitive  is  opposed 

to  a  mediate  or  representative  cognition.    The 
question  to  be  solved  is, —  Does  "Reid  hold  tb*t  in  perception  we 
immediately  know  the  external  reality,  in  its  own  qualities,  as  ex- 
isting; or  only  mediately  know  them,  through  a  representative 
modification  -of  the  mind  itself?    In  the  following  proo{  I  select' 
only  a  few  out  of  a  great  number  of  passages  which  might  be  ad- 
duced from  the  writings  of  Reid,  in  support  of  the  same  conclusions. 
I  am,  however,  confident  that  they  are  sufficient ;  and  quotations 
longer  or  more  numerous  would  tend  rather  to  obscure  than  to 
illustrate. l 
In  the  first  place,  knowledge  and  existence  are  then  only  con- 
vertible when  the  reality  is  known  in  itself; 
Application  of  the      for  then  only  can  we  say,  that  it  is  known 
conditions  °f,  ""T      because  it  exists,  and  exists  since  it  is  known. 

diate    Knowledge   to  ^ 

Beid's  statement*.  And  this  constitutes  an  immediate  or  intuitive 

cognition,  rigorously  so  called.  Nor  did  Reid 
contemplate  any  other.  tt  It  seems  admitted,"  he  says,  **as  a  first 
principle,  by  the  learned  and  the  unlearned,  that  what  is  really 
perceivejl  must  exist,  and  that  to  perceive  what  does  not  exist,  i* 
impossible.     So  far  the  unlearned  man  and  the  philosopher  agree."* 

In  the  second  place,  philosophers  agree,  that  the  idea  or  repre- 
sentative object,  in  their  theory,  is,  in  the  strictest  sense,  immedi- 
ately perceived.  And  so  Reid  understands  them.  "I  perceive 
not,  says  the  Cartesian,  the  external  object  itself  (so  far  he  agrees 
with  the  Peripatetic,  and  differs  from  the  unlearned  man) ;  but  I 
perceive  an  image,  or  form,  or  idea,  in  my  own  mind,  or  in  my 
brain.  I  am  certain  of  the  existence  of  the  idea,  because  I  imme- 
diately perceive  it."8 

In  the  third  place,  philosophers  concur  in  acknowledging  that 
mankind  at  large  believe  that  the  external  reality  itself  constitutes 
the  immediate  and  only  object  of  perception.  So  also  Reid :  u  On 
the  same  principle,  the  unlearned  man  says,  I  perceive  the  external 
object,  and  I  perceive  it  to  exist."  —  "The  vulgar  undoubtedly 

l  See  this  question   discussed   in   ReicPs        «  Works,  p.  274.  —  Ed. 
Works,  Snppl.  Dissert.  Note  C,  $  11.  p.  819  et        8  IMA  —Ed. 
mq.    Compere  Duaudons,  p.  68  etuq.—  Ed. 
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believe  that  it  is  the  external  object  which  we  immediately  per- 
ceive, and  not  a  representative  image  of  it  only.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  they  look  upon  it  as  perfect  lunacy  to  call  in  question 
the  existence  of  external  objects."1 — "The  vulgar  are  firmly  per* 
suaded  that  the  very  identical  objects  which  they  perceive,  con- 
tinue to  exist  when  they  do  not  perceive  them:  and  are  no  less 
firmly  persuaded,  that  when  ten  men  look  at  the  sun  or  the  moon 
they  all  see  the  same  individual  object."3  Speaking  of  Berkeley,— 
"  The  vulgar  opinion  he  reduces  to  this,  that  the  very  things  which 
we  perceive  by  our  senses  do  really  exist  This  he  grants."8 — "It 
is,  therefore,  acknowledged  by  this  philosopher  to  be  a  natural- 
instinct  or  prepossession,  an  universal  and  primary  opinion  of 
all  men,  that  the  objects  which  we  immediately  perceive  by  our 
senses  are  not  images  in  our  minds,  but  external  objects,  and  that 
their  existence  is  independent  of  us  and  our  perception."4 

In  the  fourth  place,  all  philosophers  agree  that  consciousness  has 
an  immediate  knowledge,  and  affords  an  absolute  certainty  of  the 
reality,  of  its  object  Reid,  as  we  have  seen,  limits  the  name  of 
consciousness  to  self-consciousness,  that  is,  to  the  immediate  knowl- 
edge we  possess  of  the  modifications  of  self;  whereas,  he  makes 
perception  the  faculty  by  which  we  are  immediately  cognizant  of 
the  qualities  of  the  not-self. 

In  these  circumstances,  if  Reid  either,  1°,  Maintain,  that  his 
immediate  perception  of  external  things  is  convertible  with  their 
reality;  or,  2°,  Assert,  that,  in  his  doctrine  of  perception,  the 
external  reality  stands  to  the  percipient  mind  face  to  face,  in  the 
same  immediacy  of  relation  which  the  idea.holds  in  the  representa- 
tive theory  of  the  philosophers ;  or,  3°,  Declare  the  identity  of  his 
own  opinion  with  the  vulgar  belief  as  thus  expounded  by  himself 
and  the  philosophers ;  or,  4°,  Declare,  that  his  Perception  affords  us 
equal  evidence  of  the  existence  of  external  phenomena,  as  his 
Consciousness  affords  us  of  the  existence  of  internal; — in  all  and 
each  of  these  suppositions,  he  would  unambiguously  declare  him- 
self a  natural  realist,  and  evince  that  his  doctrine  of  perception  is 
one  not  of  a  mediate  or  representative,  but  of  an  immediate  or 
intuitive  knowledge.    And  he  does  all  four. 

The  first  and  second,  —  tt  We  have  before  examined  the  reasons 
given  by  philosophers  to  prove  that  ideas,  and  not  external  objects, 
are  the  immediate  objects  of  perception.  We  shall  only  here 
observe,  that  if  external  objects  be  perceived  immediately"  [and 

1  Works,  p.  274.  —Ed.  8  Works,  p.  284.  —  Ed. 

t  Ibid.,  p.  284.  —  Ed.  4  Ibid.,  p.  m  —  Ed. 
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lie  had  just  before  asserted  for  the  hundredth  time  that  they  were 
so  perceived],  "we  have  the  same  reason  to  believe  their  existence 
as  philosophers  have  to  believe  the  existence  of  ideas,  while  they 
hold  them  to  be  the  immediate  objects  of  perception."1 

The  third.  —  Speaking  of  the  perception  of  the  external  world, 
■ — tt  We  have  here  a  remarkable  conflict  between  two  contradictory 
opinions,  wherein  all  mankind  are  engaged.  On  the  one  side,  stand 
all  the  vulgar,  who  are  unpractised  in  philosophical  researches,  and 
guided  by  the  uncorrupted  primary  instincts  of  nature.  On  the 
other  side,  stand  all  the  philosophers,  ancient  and  modern ;  every 
'man,  without  exception,  who  reflects.  In  this  division,  to  my 
great  humiliation,  I  find  myself  classed  with  the  vulgar."* 

The  fourth. — "Philosophers  sometimes  say  that  we  perceive 
ideas,  —  sometimes  that  we  are  conscious  of  them.  I  can  have 
no  doubt  of  the  existence  of  anything  which  I  either  perceive,  or 
of  which  I  am  conscious ;  but  I  cannot  find  that  I  either  perceive 
ideas  or  am  conscious  of  them."* 

Various  other  proofs  of  the  same  conclusion  could  be  adduced ; 
these,  for  brevity,  we  omit. 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  am  confident  that  Reid's  doctrine 
of  Perception  must  be  pronounced  a  doctrine 

ande^1o^nCltt8l0n,  of  Intuition>  and  not  of  Representation;  and 
though,  as  I  have  shown  you,  there  are  cer- 
tainly some  plausible  arguments  which  might  be  alleged  in  sup- 
port of  the  opposite  conclusion;  still,  these  are  greatly  over- 
balanced by  stronger  positive  proofs,  and  by  the  general  analogy 
of  his  philosophy.  And  here  I  would  impress  upon  you  an  im- 
portant lesson.  That  Reid,  a  distinguished  philosopher,- and  even 
the  founder  of  an  illustrious  school,  could  be  so  greatly  miscon- 
ceived, as  that  an  eminent  disciple  of  that  school  itself  should 
actually  reverse  the  fundamental  principle  of  his  doctrine,  —  this 
may  excite  your  wonder,  but  it  ought  not  to  move  you  to  disparage 
either  the  talent  of  the  philosopher  misconceived,  or  of  the  philoso- 
pher misconceiving.  It  ought,  however,  to  prove  to  you  the  per- 
manent importance,  not  only  in  speculation,  but  in  practice,  of 
precise  thinking.  You  ought  never  to  rest  content,  so  long  as 
there  is  aught  vague  or  indefinite  in  your  reasonings,  —  so  long 
as  you  have  not  analyzed  every  notion  into  its  elements,  and 
excluded  the  possibility  of  all  lurking  ambiguity  in  your  expres- 
sions.    One  great,  perhaps  the  one  greatest  advantage,  resulting 

1  Wor**,  p.  446.    Cf.  pp.  268, 272.  —  Ed.  Z  Forta,  p.  802.  — Ed. 

S  Wort*,  p.  878. —Ed. 
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from  the  cultivation  of  Philosophy,  is  the  habit  it  induces  of  vigor- 
ous thought,  that  is,  of  allowing  nothing  to  pass  without  a  search- 
ing examination,  either  in  your  own  speculations,  or  in  those  of 
others.  We  may  never,  perhaps,  arrive  at  truth,  but  we  can 
always  avoid  self-contradiction. 


LECTURE   XXIV. 

THE   PRESENTATIVE   FACULTY. 

t. — PERCEPTION. —  THE    DISTINCTION    OF    PERCEPTION    PROPER    FROM    BENBA- 

TION  PROPER. 

In  my  last  Lecture,  having  concluded  the   review  of  Reid's 
Historical  Account  of  Opinions  on  Perception, 

Recapitulation.  _   _  ,   r  ,  r        1 

and  of  Brown  8  attack  upon  that  account,  I 
proceeded  to  the  question, — Is  Reid's  own  doctrine  of  perception 
a  scheme  of  Natural  Realism,  that  is,  did  he  accept  in  its  integrity 
the  datum  of  consciousness, — that  we  are  immediately  cognitive 
both  of  the  phenomena  of  matter  and  of  the  phenomena  of  mind ; 
or  did  he,  like  Brown,  and  the  greater  number  of  more  recent 
philosophers,  as  Brown  assumes,  hold  only  the  finer  form  of  the 
representative  hypothesis,  which  supposes  that,  in  perception,  the 
external  reality  is  not  the  immediate  object  of  consciousness,  but 
that  the  ego  is  only  determined  in  some  unknown  manner  to  rep- 
resent the  non-ego,  which  representation,  though  only  a  modifica- 
tion of  mind  or  selfj  we  are  compelled,  by  an  illusion  of  our  nature, 
to  mistake  for  a  modification  of  matter,  or  not-self?  I  stated  to 
you  how,  on  the  determination  of  this  question,  depended  nearly 
the  whole  of  Reid's  philosophical  reputation ;  his  philosophy  pro- 
fesses to  subvert  the  foundations  of  idealism  and  skepticism,  and 
it  is  as  having  accomplished  what  he  thus  attempted,  that  any 
principal  or  peculiar  glory  can  be  awarded  to  him.  But  if  all  he 
did  was  merely  to  explode  the  cruder  hypothesis  of  representation, 
and  to  adopt  in  its  place  the  finer, — why,  in  the  first  place,  so  far 
from  depriving  idealism  and  skepticism  of  all  basis,  he  only  placed 
them  on  one  firmer  and  more  secure;  and,  in  the  second,  so  far 
from  originating  a  new  opinion,  he  could  only  have  added  one  to 
a  class  of  philosophers,  who,  after  the  time  of  Araauld,  were  con- 
tinually on  the  increase,  and  who,  among  the  contemporaries  of 
Reid  himself  certainly  constituted  the  majority.  His  philosophy 
would  thus  be  at  once  only  a  silly  blunder ;  its  pretence  to  origin- 
ality only  a  proclamation  of  ignorance ;  and  so  far  from  being  an 
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honor  to  the  nation  from  which  it  arose,  and  by  whom  it  was 
respected,  it  would,  in  fact,  be  a  scandal  and  a  reproach  to  the 
philosophy  of  any  country  in  which  it  met  with  any  milder  treat- 
ment than  derision. 

Previously,  however,  to  the  determination  of  this  question,  it 
was  necessary  to  place  before  you,  more  distinctly  than  had  hith- 
erto been  done,  the  'distinction  of  Mediate  or  Representative  from 
Immediate  or  Intuitive  knowledge,  —  a  distinction  which,  though 
overlooked,  or  even  abolished,  in  the  modern  systems  of  philoso- 
phy, is,  both  in  itself  and  in  its  consequences,  of  the  highest 
importance  in  psychology.  Throwing  out  of  view,  as  a  now  ex- 
ploded hypothesis,  the  cruder  doctrine  of  representation,  —  that, 
namely,  which  supposes  the  immediate,  or  representative  object 
to  be  something  different  from  a  mere  modification  of  mind, — 
from  the  mere  energy  of  cognitions,  —  I  articulately  displayed  to 
you  these  two  kinds  of  knowledge  in  their  contrasts  and  correla- 
tions. They  are  thus  defined.  Intuitive  or  immediate  knowledge 
is  that  in  which  there  is  only  one  object,  and  in  which  that  object 
is  known  in  itself  or  as  existing.  Representative  or  mediate 
knowledge,  on  the  contrary,  is  that  in  which  there  are  two  objects, 

—  an  immediate  and  a  mediate  object;  —  the  immediate  object  or 
that  known  in  itself  being  a  mere  subjective  or  mental  mode 
relative  to  and  representing  a  reality  beyond  the  sphere  of  con- 
sciousness ;  —  the  mediate  object  is  that  reality,  thus  supposed  and 
represented.  As  an  act  of  representative  knowledge  involves  an 
intuitive  cognition,  I  took  a  special  example  of  such  an  act.  I 
supposed  that  we  called  up  to  our  minds  the  image  of  the  High 
Church.  Now,  here  the  immediate  object,  —  the  object  of  con- 
sciousness, is  the  mental  image  of  that  edifice.  This  we  know,  and 
know  not  as  an  absolute  object,  but  as  a  mental  object  relative  to 
a  material  object  which  it  represents;  which  material  object,  in 
itself,  is,  at  present,  beyond  the  reach  of  our  faculties  of  immediate 
knowledge,  and  is,  therefore,  only  mediately  known  in  its  repre- 
sentation. Tou  must  observe  that  the  mental  image, — the  imme- 
diate object,  is  not  really  different  from  the  cognitive  act  of  im- 
agination itself.  In  an  act  of  mediate  or  representative  knowledge, 
the  cognition  and  the  immediate  object  are  really  an  identical 
modification,  —  the  cognition  and  the  object,  —  the  imagination 
and  the  image,  being  nothing  more  than  the  mental  representation, 

—  the  mental  reference  itself.  The  indivisible  modification  is  dis- 
tinguished by  two  names,  because  it  involves  a  relation  between 
two  terms  (the  two  terms  being  the  mind  knowing  and  the  thing 
represented),  and  may,  consequently,  be  viewed  in  more  proximate 
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reference  to  the  one  or  to  the  other  of  these.  Looking  to  the 
mind  knowing,  it  is  called  a  cognition,  an  act  of  knowledge,  an 
imagination,  etc.;  —  looking  to  the  thing  represented,  it  is  called 
a  representation,  an  object,  an  image,  an  idea,  etc. 

All  philosophers  admit  that  the  knowledge  of  our  present  mental 
states  is  immediate :  if  we  discount  some  verbal  ambiguities,  all 
would  admit  that  our  actual  knowledge  of  all  that  is  not  now  exist- 
ent, or  not  now  existent  within  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  must  be 
mediate  or  representative.  The  only  point  on  which  any  serious 
difference  of  opinion  can  obtain  is,  —  Whether  the  ego  or  mind  can 
be  more  than  mediately  cognizant  of  the  phenomena  of  the  non-ego 
or  matter. 

I  then  detailed  to  you  the  grounds  on  which  it  ought  to  be  held 
that  Reid's  doctrine  of  Perception  is  one  of 

Summaryofther^-        Natural    Reafom     and    not    a    form    0f    Cosmo- 
■one  for  holding  Reid  .      T  . 

•  Natural  Realist.  thetic  Idealism,  as  supposed  by  Brown.    An 

immediate  or  intuitive  knowledge  is  the  knowl- 
edge of  a  thing  as  existing,  —  consequently,  in  this  case,  knowledge 
and  existence  infer  each  other.  On  the  one  hand,  we  know  the 
object  because  it  exists,  — and,  on  the  other,  the  object  exists,  since 
it  is  known.  This  is  expressly  maintained  by  Reid,  and  universally 
admitted  by  philosophers.  In  the  first  place,  on  this  principle,  the 
philosophers  hold  that  ideas  (whether  on  the  one  hypothesis  of 
representation,  or  on  the  other)  necessarily  exist,  because  immedi- 
ately known.  Now,  if  Reid,  fully  aware  of  this,  assert  that,  on  his 
doctrine,  the  external  reality  holds,  in  the  act  of  perception,  the 
same  immediate  relation  to  the  mind,  in  which  the  idea  or  represen- 
tative image  stands  in  the  doctrine  of  philosophers ;  and  that,  con- 
sequently, on  the  one  opinion,  we  have  the  same  assurance  of  the 
existence  of  the  material  world,  as,  on  the  other,  of  the  reality  of 
the  ideal  world;— i£  I  say,  he  does  this,  he  unambiguously  pro- 
claims himself  a  natural  realist.  And  that  this  he  actually  does,  I 
showed  you  by  various  quotations  from  his  writings. 

In  the  second  place,  upon  the  same  principle,  mankind  at  large 
believe  in  the  existence  of  the  external  universe,  because  they 
believe  that  the  external  universe  is  by  them  immediately  perceived. 
This  fact,  I  showed  you,  is  acknowledged  both  by  the  philosophers, 
who  regard  the  common  belief  itself  as  an  illusion,  and  by  Reid. 
In  these  circumstances,  if  Reid  declares  that  he  coincides  with  the 
vulgar,  in  opposition  to  the  learned,  belief  he  must  again  be  held 
unambiguously  to  pronounce  his  doctrine  of  perception  a  scheme 
of  natural  realism.  And  that  he  emphatically  makes  this  declara- 
tion, I  also  proved  to  you  by  sundry  passages. 

42 
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In  the  third  place,  Reid  and  all  philosophers  are  at  one  in  main- 
taining that  self-consciousness,  as  immediately  cognizant  of  oar 
mental  modifications,  affords  us  an  absolute  assurance  of  their  exist- 
ence. If  then  Reid  hold  that  perception  is  as  immediately  cognizant 
of  the  external  modification,  as  self-consciousness  is  of  the  internal, 
and  that  the  one  cognition  thus  affords  us  an  equal  certainty  of  the 
reality  of  its  object  as  does  the  other,  —  on  this  supposition,  it  is 
manifest  that  Reid,  a  third  time,  unambiguously  declares  his  doc- 
trine of  perception  a  doctrine  of  natural  realism*  And  that  he 
does  so,  I  proved  by  various  quotations. 

I  might  have  noticed,  in  the  fourth  place,  that  Reid's  assertion, 
that  our  belief  in  the  existence  of  external  things  is  immediate,  and 
not  the  result  of  inference  or  reasoning,  is  wholly  incompatible  with 
the  doctrine  of  a  representative  perception.  I  do  not,  however,  lay 
much  stress  on  this  argument,  because  we  may  possibly  suspect  that 
he  makes  the  same  mistake  in  regard  to  the  term  immediate,  as 
applied  to  this  belief  which  he  does  in  its  application  to  our  repre- 
sentative cognitions.  But,  independently  of  this,  the  three  former 
arguments  are  amply  sufficient  to  establish  our  conclusion. 

These  are  the  grounds  on  which  I  would  maintain  that  Brown 
has  not  only  mistaken,  but  absolutely  reversed  the  fundamental 
principle  of  Reid's  philosophy ;  although  it  must  be  confessed,  that 
the  error  and  perplexity  of  Reid's  exposition,  arising  from  his  non- 
distinction  of  the  two  possible  forms  of  representation,  and  his 
confusion  of  representative  and  of  intuitive  knowledge,  afford  a 
not  incompetent  apology  for  those  who  might  misapprehend  his 
meaning.  In  this  discussion,  it  may  be  matter  of  surprise,  that  I 
have  not  called  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Stewart.  The  truth  is,  — 
his  writings  afford  no  applicable  testimony  to  the  point  at  issue. 
His  own  statements  of  the  doctrine  of  perception  are  brief  and 
general,  and  he  is  content  to  refer  the  reader  to  Reid  for  the 
details. 

Of  the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive  perception  of  external  objects,  — * 

which,  as  a  fact  of  consciousness,  ought  to  be 

Reid  the  first  cham-      unconditionally  admitted,  —  Reid  has  the  merit, 

km    to  Nth^e*1  latter        in  the8e  latter  time8»  °f  beiDS  the  fir8t  chamPion- 

tine,.  I  have  already  noticed  that,  among  the  scholastic 

philosophers,  there  were  some  who  maintained 
the  same  doctrine,  and  with  far  greater  clearness  and  comprehension 
than  Reid.1  These  opinions  are,  however,  even  at  this  moment,  I 
may  say,  wholly  unknown ;  and  it  would  be  ridiculous  to  suppose 
that  their  speculations  had  exerted  any  influence,  direct  or  indirect/ 

l  See  above,  pp  292,  800, 816,  uotei.  —  Kd. 


Lkct.  xxrv. 


METAPHYSICS. 


831 


Two  modern  philos- 
ophers, previously  to 
Beid,  held  Intuitive 
Perception. 


tipon  &  thinker  bo  imperfectly  acquainted  with  what  had  been  done 
by  previous  philosophers,  as  Reid.  Since  the  revival  of  letters,  I 
have  met  with  only  two,  anterior  to  Reid,  whose 
doctrine  on  the  present  question  coincided  with 
his.  One  of  these  may,  indeed,  be  discounted ; 
for  he  has  stated  his  opinions  in  so  paradoxical 
a  manner,  that  his  authority  is  hardly  worthy  of 
notice.1  The  other,9  who  flourished  about  a  century  before  Reid, 
has,  on  the  contrary,  stated  the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive,  and  refuted 
the  counter  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception,  with  a  brevity, 
perspicuity,  and  precision,  far  superior  to  the  Scottish  philosopher. 
Both  of  these  authors,  I  may  say,  are  at  present  wholly  unknown. 

Having  concluded  the  argument  by  which  I  endeavored  to  satisfy 
you  that  Reid's  doctrine  is  Natural  Realism,  I  should  now  proceed 
to  show  that  Natural  Realism  is  a  more  philosophical  doctrine  than 
Hypothetical  Realism.  Before,  however,  taking  up  the  subject,  I 
think  it  better  to  dispose  of  certain  subordinate  matters,  with  which 
it  is  proper  to  have  some  preparatory  acquaintance. 

Of  these  the  first  is  the  distinction  of  Perception  Proper  from 
Sensation  Proper. 


1  The  philosopher  here  meant  Is  probably 
John  Sergeant,  who  inculcated  a  doctrine  of 
Bealism  against  modern  philosophers  gener- 
ally, and  Locke  in  particular,— in  his  Method 
to  Science  (1096),  and  Solid  Philosophy  asserted 
against  the  Fancies  of  the  Idtists  (1GB7).  See, 
of  the  latter  work,  Preface,  especially  H  7, 
18, 19;  pp.  28,  42, 44,  58  *  uq.,  142,  888  et  seq. 
See  below,  p.  868. —Ed. 

s  The  latter  of  the  two  philosophers  here 
referred  to,  is  doubtless  Peter  Poiret  He  is 
mentioned  in  the  Author's  Common-Place 
Book,  as  holding  a  more  correct  opinion  than 
Held  on  the  point  raised  in  the  text.  Poiret 
was  born  in  1646,  and  died  In  1719.  He  states 
his  doctrine  as  follows:  "In  nobis  duplieis 
generis  (saltern  quantum  ad  oognltlonem, 
voce  hac  late  sumpta)  facilitates  inesse ;  reales 
alteras,  qua  res  ipsas;  alteras  umbratiles, 
que  rerum  pioturas,  umbrasve  sire  ideas  ex- 
hibeant:  et  utrasque  quidem  facultates  illas 
itbrum  duplioes  exlstere;  nempe,  vel  reales 
splritales,  pro  rebus  spirltalibus;  vel  reales 
oorporeae,  pro  rebus  materialibus.  Spiritales 
reales  sunt  passlvus  intellects  sensusque  spir- 
itales  et  lntimi,  qui  ab  objectis  ipsis  realibus 
ac  spiritalibua,  eorumve  effluviis  veris  afficiun- 
tur.  .  .  .  Corpora*  reales  facultates  sunt  (hoc 
in  negotio)  vfsus  sensusque  eeteri  corporal  qui 
lb  ohjeotis  ipsis  oorporeis  afleeti,  eorum  ex- 
hibent  nobis  cognitionem  sensuale.  Umbratiles 
autem  facultates  (que  sunt  ipsa  hominis,  Ratio 


sire  intelleotes  actJvus)  oomparent  maxima, 
quando  objectis  sive  rebus  qua  facultates 
reales  aflfecerunt,  eorumque  aneotione  et  efflu- 
viis absentibus,  mens  activitateeuaeornmdem 
imagines  sive  ideas  in  se  excitat  et  oonsiderat 
Et  hoc  quidem  modo  idealiter  sive  per  ideam, 
possunt  quoque  cognosci,  Deus,  Mentts,  Cor- 
pora." Cogitationes  Rationales,  lib.  ii.  o.  iv.  p. 
176,  (edit  1715)—  first  published  apparently 
in  1675.    Again  he  says :  ((InteIleotus  triplex. 

InteUeotus  sive  ncultas  pereiplendi, 

cujus  objectum  ipsemet  Dens  est  ejusque  dl- 
vina  operatlones  ao  emanatlones,  dioitur  a 
me  nUeUectus  divinus,  ao  mere  passwus  sive 
receptivus;  qui  etlam  intettigentia  did  potest. 
InteUectns,  sive  faoultas  pereiplendi,  cujus 
objectum  sunt  res  hujus  mundi  naturales 
earumque  realia  effluvia,  dicitur  a  me  Intel- 
Jeotns  animalis  sive  sensualis,  qui  quoque 
mere  passwus  est.  InteUeotus  vero  eujus 
objects  sunt  piotura  et  imagines  ac  idea 
rerum,  quas  Ipsemet  format  et  varie  regit, 
sive  imagines  ilia  ideave  sint  de  rebus  spirit- 
alibus  sive  de  corporals,  dicitur  a  me  Ratio 
hmmana  vel  InteUeotus  activus  et  pietmrarims 
.  .  intellectns  ideaiis.  Defensio  M/ihodi  In- 
veniendi  Verum,  ff  2,  4,  p.  118.  Cf.  {}  I,  6, 
Opera  Posthuma,  (edit  1721).  Cf.  his  De  Vera 
Mfthodo  Inveniendi  Verum,  pars  i.  H  3>>  2*i  PP- 
28,  24,  (1st  edit.  1692),— prefixed  to  his  De 
Eruditions.    See  p.  206,  note  2.  —  Ed. 
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I  have  had  occasion  to  mention,  that  the  word  Perception  is,  in 

the  language  of  philosophers  previous  to  Reid, 

The  distinction  ofPerf      used  in  a  very  extensive  signification.    By  Des- 

ception  proper  from      cartes,  Malebranche,  Locke,  Leibnitz,  and  others, 

Sensation  Proper.  ...  ,         ,  .  ,  ,  . 

Use  of  the  term  Per-  ltia  empl°ye<*  m  a  sense  almost  as  unex  elusive 
eeption  previously  to  &s  consciousness  in  its  widest  signification.  By 
B«id,  Reid,  this  word  was    limited   to   our  faculty 

acquisitive  of  knowledge,  and  to  that  branch  of 
this  faculty  whereby,  through  the  senses,  we  obtain  a  knowledge  of 
the  external  world.  But  his  limitation  did  not  stop  here.  In  the 
act  of  external  perception,  he  distinguished  two  elements,  to  which 
he  gave  the .  names  of  Perception  and  Sensation.  He  ought,  per- 
haps, to  have  called  these  perception  proper  and  sensation  proper, 
when  employed  in  his  special  meaning;  for,  in  the  language  of 
other  philosophers,  sensation  was  a  term  which  included  his  Per- 
ception, and  perception  a  term  comprehensive  of  what  he  called 
Sensation. 

There  is  a  great  want  of  precision  in  Reid's  account  of  Perception 

and  Sensation.      Of  Perception  he  says:    ttIf, 
Reid's  account  of      tneref0re,  we  attend  to  that  act  of  our  mind, 

Perception. 

,  which  we  call  the  perception  of  an  external 
object  of  sense,  we  shall  find  in  it  these  three  things.  First, 
Some  conception  or  notion  of  the  object  perceived.  Secondly,  A 
strong  and  irresistible  conviction  and  belief  of  its  present  existence ; 
and,  Thirdly,  That  this  conviction  and  belief  are  immediate,  and 
not  the  effect  of  reasoning. 

"First,  it  is  impossible  to  perceive  an  object  without  having  some 
notion  or  conception  of  what  we  perceive.  We  may  indeed  con- 
ceive an  object  which  we  do  not  perceive ;  but  when  we  perceive 
the  object,  we  must  have  some  conception  of  it  at  the  same  time ; 
and  we  have  commonly  a  more  clear  and  steady  notion  of  the  object 
while  we  perceive  it,  than  we  have  from  memory  or  imagination, 
when  it  is  not  perceived.  Yet,  even  in  perception,  the  notion  which 
our  senses  give  of  the  object  may  be  more  or  less  clear,  more  or  less 
distinct  in  all  possible  degrees.'' l 

Now  here  you  will  observe  that  the  "  having  a  notion  or  concep- 
tion," by  which  he  explains  the  act  of  perception, 
*"    g  might  at  first  lead  us  to  conclude  that  he  held, 


as  Brown  supposes,  the  doctrine  of  a  represen- 
tative perception  ;  for  notion  and  conception  are  generally  used  by 
philosophers  for  a  representation  or  mediate  knowledge  of  a  thing. 

1  btidkctual  Ptwcn,  Essay  U.  o.  v.    Works,  p.  268. 
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But,  though  Reid  cannot  escape  censure  for  ambiguity  and  vague- 
ness, it  appears,  from  the  analogy  of  his  writings,  that  by  notion  or 
conception  he  meant  nothing  more  than  knowledge  or  cognition. 

Sensation  he  thus  describes:  "Almost  all  our  perceptions  have 
corresponding  sensations,  which  constantly  ac- 
8eMation-  company  them,  and,  on  that  account,  are  very 

apt  to  be  confounded  with  them.  Neither  ought  we  to  expect  that 
the  sensation,  and  its  corresponding  perception,  should  be  distin- 
guished in  common  language,  because  the  purposes  of  common  life 
do  not  require  it.  Language  is  made  to  serve  the  purposes  of  ordi- 
nary conversation;  and  we  have  no  reason  to  expect  that  it  should 
make  distinctions  that  are  not  of  common  use.  Hence  it  happens 
that  a  quality  perceived,  and  the  sensation  corresponding  to  that 
perception,  often  go  under  the  same  name. 

"This  makes  the  names  of  most  of  our  sensations  ambiguous, 
and  this,  ambiguity  hath  very  much  perplexed  the  philosophers.  It 
will  be  necessary  to  give  some  instances,  to  illustrate  the  distinction 
between  our  sensations  and  the  objects  of  perception. 

"  When  I  smell  a  rose,  there  is  in  this  operation  both  sensation 
and  perception.  The  agreeable  odor  I  feel,  considered  by  itself 
without  relation  to  any  external  object,  is  merely  a  sensation.  It 
affects  the  mind  in  a  certain  way ;  and  this  affection  of  the  miud 
may  be  conceived,  without  a  thought  of  the  rose  or  any  other 
object.  This  sensation  can  be  nothing  else  than  it  is  felt  to  be.  Its 
very  essence  consists  in  being  felt ;  and  when  it  is  not  felt,  it  is  not. 
There  is  no  difference  between  the  sensation  and  the  feeling  of  it ; 
they  are  one  and  the  same  thing.  It  is  for  this  reason,  that  we 
before  observed,  that  in  sensation,  there  is  no  object  distinct  from 
that  act  of  mind  by  which  it  is  felt ;  and  this  holds  true  with  regard 
to  all  sensations. 

"  Let  us  next  attend  to  the  perception  which  we  have  in  smelling 
a  rose.  Perception  has  always  an  external  object ;  and  the  object 
of  my  perception,  in  this  case,  is  that  quality  in  the  rose  which  I 
discern  by  the  sense  of  smell.  Observing  that  the  agreeable  sensa- 
tion is  raised  when  the  rose  is  near,  and  ceases  when  it  is  removed, 
I  am  led,  by  my  nature,  to  conclude  some  quality  to  be  in  the  rose 
which  is  the  cause  of  this  sensation.  This  quality  in  the  rose  is  the 
object  perceived ;  and  that  act  of  the  mind,  by  which  I  have  the 
conviction  and  belief  of  this  quality,  is  what  in  this  case  I  call  per- 
ception."1 
1     By  perception,  Reid,  therefore,  means  the  objective  knowledge  we 

1  InUlUctual  Powers,  Ym*j  ii.  oh.  16.    Coll.  Work*t  p.  810. 
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have  of  an  external  reality,  through  the  senses;  by  sensation,  the 
subjective   feeling   of  pleasure    or   pain,  with 
Held  anticipated  in      which  the  organic  operation  of  sense  is  acoom- 
^^"from  °i£Z      Pmied'    This  distinction  of  the  objective  from 
tiro.  the  subjective  element  in  the  act  is  important. 

Reid  is  not,  however,  the  author  of  this  distinc- 
tion. He  himself  notices  of  Malebranche  that  "he  distinguished  more 
accurately  than  any  philosopher  had  done  before,  the  objects  which 
we  perceive  from  the  sensations  in  our  own  minds,  which,  by  the 
laws  of  nature,  always  accompany  the  perception  of  the  object.  As 
in  many  things,  so  particularly  in  this,  he  has  great  merit ;  for  this, 
I  apprehend,  is  a  key  that  opens  the  way  to  a  right  understanding 
both  of  our  external  senses,  and  of  other  powers  of  the  mind."1  - 1 
may  notice  that   Malebranche's  distinction  is* 

Malebranche.  .      "  _   .  _,     _ 

into  Idee,  corresponding  to  Kern's  Perception, 
and  Sentiment,  corresponding  to  his  Sensation ;  and  this  distinction 
is  as  precisely  marked  in  Malebranche2  as  in  Reid.  Subsequently 
to  Malebranche,  the  distinction  became  even  common ;  and  there  is 

no  reason  for  Mr.  Stewart3  being  struck  when 

i^cuT*'  to^^f       he  found  il  in  Crousaz  and  Hutcbeson.    It  is  to 
fam  '      be  found  in  Le  Clerc,4  in  Sinsart,*  in  Buffier,6  in 

Genovesi/  and  in  many  other  philosophers.  It 
is  curious  that  Malebranche's  distinction  was  apprehended  neither 
by  Locke  nor  by  Leibnitz,  in  their  counter  examinations  of  the 
theory  of  that  philosopher.  Both  totally  mistake  its  import  Male- 
branche, however,  was  not  the  original  author  of  the  distinction. 
~^.  He  himself  professedly  evolves  it  out  of  Des- 

cartes.8 But  long  previously  to  Descartes,  it 
had  been  clearly  established.  It  formed  a  part  of  that  admirable 
doctrine  of  perception  maintained  by  the  party  of  the  Schoolmen 
to  whom  I  have  already  alluded.9  I  find  it,  however,  long  prior  to 
them.  It  is,  in  particular,  stated  with  great 
precision  by  Plotinus,10  and  even  some  inferences 
drawn  from  it,  which  are  supposed  to  be  the  discoveries  of  modern 
philosophy. 

1  hudUehud  Bowers,  Essay  U.  eta.  vil.    Coll.  5  [Recueil  des  Pmsies  tur  r  ImmortaUtt  ds 

Works,  p.  266.  V  Arm,  119.] 

S  Recherche  ds  la  Vtritt,  lib.  ill.  part  U.  oh.  6  First  Truths,  part  i.  ob.  xiv.  H  109—111, 

vi.  and  vil.,  with  Eclaircissement  on  text  Cf.  Bemarks   on  Crousaz,  art.  viii.  p.  427 

See  Jieid's  Works,  pp.  884, 887. — Ed.  (Eng.  Trans).  —  Ed. 

9  Philosophical  Essays,  notes  F  and  G.    The  7  [BUmenla  Metaphysics,  pars  if.  p.  12.] 

passages  from  Hnteheson  and  Crousaz  are  8  See  RriePs  Works,  p.  881.  —  Ed. 

given  in  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  edition  of  the  •  See  above,  1.  xxiit  p.  816,  and   RtuPs 

Collected  Works,  vol.  v.  p.  420.  —  Ed.  Works,  p.  887.  —  Ed. 

4  Ptuumatologia,  f  i.  chap.  v.     Opera  Phi-  10  Enn.  ill.  vi  2.  See  Rsid's  Works,  p.  887.  — 

losophua,  torn.  ii.  p.  81  (edit  1726).  —  Ed.  Ed. 
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Before  proceeding  to  state  to  you  the  great  law  which  regulates 

the  mutual  relation  of  these  phenomena,  —  a 

The  nature  of  the      law  which  has  been  wholly  overlooked  by  our 

phenomena^- Feroep-      psychologists, — it  is  proper  to  say  a  few  words, 

illustrated.  '      illustrative  of  the  nature  of  the  phenomena 

themselves ;  for  what  you  will  find  in  Reid,  is 

by  no  means  either  complete  or  definite. 

The  opposition  of  Perception  and  Sensation  is  true,  but  it  is  not 

a  statement  adequate  to  the  generality  of  the 

The  contrast  of  Per-      contrast    Perception  is  only  a  special  kind  of 

ception  and  Sensation, 

the  special  mantles-  knowledge,  and  sensation  only  a  special  kind 
tation  of  a  contrast  of  feeling;  and  Knowledge  and  Feeling,  you 
which  universally  dJ-      ^  recollect,  are  two  out  of  the  three  great 

Tides  Knowledge  and  ,  .    .  ,  .  ,  -         >i        -i-    •  i    -i    .t 

Feeling.  -    cla88es>  mto  which  we  primarily  divided  the 

phenomena  of  mind.  Conation  was  the  third. 
Now,  as  perception  is  only  a  special  mode  of  knowledge,  and  sensa- 
tion only  a  special  mode  of  feeling,  so  the  contrast  of  perception 
and  sensation  is  only  the  special  manifestation  of  a  contrast,  which 
universally  divides  the  generic  phenomena  themselves.  It  ought, 
therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  have  been  noticed,  that  the  generic 
phenomena  of  knowledge  and  feeling  are  always  found  coexistent, 
and  yet  always  distinct ;  and  the  opposition  of  perception  and  sensa- 
tion should  have  been  stated  as  an  obtrusive,  but  still  only  a  par- 
ticular example  of  the  general  law.  But  not 
Perception  Proper  only  is  the  distinction  of  perception  and  sensn- 
and  Sensation    Pro-      ^       not  generalized,— not  referred  to  its  cate- 

pcr,   precisely  dlstin-  •  s  '  . 

gobbet.  gory*  hy  our  psychologists;, it  is  not  concisely 

and  precisely  stated.  A  cognition  is  objective, 
that  is,  our  consciousness  is  then  relative  to  something  different 
from  the  present  state  of  the  mind  itself;  a  feeling,  on  the  contrary, 
is  subjective,  that  is,  our  consciousness  is  exclusively  limited  to  the 
pleasure  or  pain  experienced  by  the  thinking  subject.  Cognition 
and  feeling  are  always  coexistent.  The  purest  act  of  knowledge  is 
always  colored  by  some  feeling  of  pleasure  or  pain ;  for  no  energy 
is  absolutely  indifferent,  and  the  grossest  feeling  exists  only  as  it  is 
known  in  consciousness.  This  being  the  case  of  cognition  and  feel- 
ing in  general,  the  same  is  true  of  perception  and  sensation  in  par- 
ticular. Perception  proper  is  the  consciousness,  through  the  senses, 
of  the  qualities  of  an  object  known  as  different  from  self;  Sensation 
%proper  ig  the  consciousness  of  the  subjective  affection  of  pleasure  or 
pain,  which  accompanies  that  act  of  knowledge.  Perception  is  thus 
the  objective  element  in  the  complex  state,  —  the  element  of  cog- 
nition ;  sensation  is  the  subjective  element,  —  the  element  of  feeling. 
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The  most  remarkable  defect,  however,  in  the  present  doctrine 

upon  this  point,  is  the  ignorance  of  our  psycholo- 

T^Hr^t  **w  **      gists  in  regard  to  the  law  by  which  the  ph»- 

which  the  phenomena        °  °         .  .  J  r 

of  Knowledge  and  nomena  of  cognition  and  feeling, — of  perception 
Feeling,  —  Perception  and  sensation,  are  governed,  in  their  reciprocal 
and    Sensation,    are      relation.    This  law  is  simple  and  universal ;  and, 

governed  in  their  re-  .  *  •    *        j  • 

ciprooai  relation.  once  enounced,  its  proof  is  found  in  every  men- 

tal manifestation.  It  is  this:  Knowledge  and 
Feeling,  —  Perception  and  Sensation,  though  always  coexistent,  are 
always  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other.1  That  these  two  elements 
are  always  found  in  coexistence,  as  it  is  an  old  and  a  notorious 
truth,  it  is  not  requisite  for  me  to  prove.  But  that  these  elements 
are  always  found  to  coexist  in  an  inverse  proportion,  —  in  support 
of  this  universal  fact,  it  will  be  requisite  to  adduce  proof  and  illus- 
tration. 

In  doing  this  I  shall,  however,  confine  myself  to  the  relation  of 
Perception   and   Sensation.     These  afford  the 
tasteried*1*     Md  fl"      ke8t  examples  of  the  generic  relation  of  knowl- 
edge and  feeling;  and  we  must  not  now  turn 
aside  from  the  special  faculty  with  which  we  are  engaged. 

The  first  proof  I  shall  take  from  a  comparison  of  the  several 
senses;  and  it  will  be  found  that,  precisely  as 

l.  From  a  compart-        ft  gen8e  hag  more  of  the  Qne  element^  ft  na8  lesg 
son     of   the    several  .         mi         •  i      /•        * 

of  the  other.     Laying  Touch  aside  for  the  mo- 
ment, as  this  requires  a  special  explanation,  the 
other  four  Senses  divide  themselves  into  two  classes,  according  as 
perception,  the  objective  element,  or  sensation,  the  subjective  ele- 
ment* predominates.   The  two  in  which  the  former  element  prevails, 
are  Sight  and  Hearing ;  the  two  in  which  the  latter,  are  Taste  and 
Smell.8 
Now,  here,  it  will  be  at  once  admitted,  that  Sight,  at  the  same 
instant,  presents  to  us  a  greater  number  and  a 
greater  variety  of  objects  and   qualities,  than 
any  other  of  the  senses.    In  this  sense,  therefore,  perception,  —  the 
objective  element,  is  at  its  maximum.    But  sensation, — the  sub- 
jective element,  is  here  at  its  minimum ;  for,  in  the  eye,  we  experi- 
ence less  organic  pleasure  or  pain  from  the  impressions  of  its  appro- 
priate objects  (colors),  than  we  do  in  any  other  sense. 
Next  to  Sight,  Hearing  affords  us,  in  the  shortest  interval,  the 

l  This  law  is  enunciated  by  Kant,  Anthro-  sle  viel  lehren  sollen,  mttssen  sie  mlssig  afflci- 

poiogie,  S  20.    Kant's  words  are,  "  Je  starker  ren."  Anthr.  f  20, { Werke,  edit  Bosenkranzand 

die  Sinne,  bei  eben  demselben  Grade  des  auf  Schubert,  vil.  part  2,  p.  61.)    Sect.  20  of  this 

sie  geschehenen  Einflusses,  sich  affidrt  fuhlen,  edition  corresponds  to  f  19,  edit.  1800.  —  Fak 

desto  weniger  Ukrtn  sie.    Umgekehrt;  wenn  *  Compare  Kant,  Anthropologies }  16.  —  Ed. 
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greatest  variety  and  multitude  of  cognitions ;  and  as  sight  divides 
space  almost  *to  infinity,  through  color,  so  hear- 
ing does  the  same  to  time,  through  sound.  Hear- 
ing is,  however,  much  less  extensive  in  its  sphere  of  knowledge  or 
perception  than  sight ;  but  in  the  same  proportion  is  its  capacity  of 
feeling  or  sensation  more  intensive.    We  have  greater  pleasure  and 
greater  pain  from  single  sounds  than  from  single  colors ;  and,  in  like 
manner,  concords  and  discords,  in  the  one  sense,  affect  us  more  agree- 
ably or  disagreeably,  than  any  modifications  of  light  in  the  other.1 
In  Taste  and  Smell,  the  degree  of  sensation,  that  is,  of  pleasure 
or  pain,  is  great  in  proportion  as  the  perception, 
that  is,  the  information  they  afford,  is  small.    In 
all  these  senses,  therefore,  —  Sight,  Hearing,  Taste,  Smell,  it  will  be 
admitted  that  the  principle  holds  good. 
The  sense  of  Touch,  or  Feeling  strictly  so  called,  I  have  re- 
served, as  this  requires  a  word  of  comment. 
Some  philosophers  include  under  this  name  all 
our  sensitive  perceptions,  not  obtained  through  some  of  the  four 
special  organs  of  sense,  that  is,  sight,  hearing,  taste,  smell ;  others, 
again,  divide  the  sense  into  several.    To  us  at  present  this  differ- 
ence is  of  no  interest :  for  it  is  sufficient  for  us  to  know,  that  in 
those  parts  of  the  body  where  sensation  predominates,  perception 
is  feeble ;  and  in  those  where  perception  is  lively,  sensation  is  obtuse. 
In  the  finger  points,  tactile  perception  is  at  its  height ;  but  there 
is  hardly  another  part  of  the  body  in  which  sensation  is  not  more 
acute.    Touch,  or  Feeling  strictly  so  called,  if  viewed  as  a  single 
sense,  belongs,  therefore,  to  both  classes,  —  the  objective  and  sub- 
jective.   But  it  is  more  correct,  as  we  shall  see,  to  regard  it  as  a 
plurality  of  senses,  in  which  case  Touch,  prop- 
Touch  properly  apiu-      erly  gQ  caUedj  having  a  principal  organ  in  the 

finger  points,  will  belong  to  the  first  class,  —  the 
class  of  objective  senses,  —  the  perceptions,  —  that  class  in  which 
philosophy  proper  predominates. 

Th§  analogy,  then,  which  we  have  thus  seen  to  hold  good  in  the 

several  senses  in  relation  to  each  other,  prevails 

a.  From  the* vend      ly^^e  among  the  several  impressions  of  the 

impressions     of     the  %  .  .         . 

same  sense,  same  sense.     Impressions  in  the  same  sense, 

differ  both  in  degree  and  in  quality  or  kind.   By 

impression  you  will  observe  that  I  mean  no  explanation  of  the 

1  [In  regard  to  the  subjective  and  objective      as,  what  is  more  subjective  affords  a  much 
nature  of  the  sensations  of  the  several  senses,      lefs  distinct  remembrance.    Thus,  what  we 
or  rather  the  perceptions  we  have  through     perceive  by  the  eye,  is  better  remembered 
them,  it  may  be  observed,  that  what  is  more      than  what  we  hear.]  —  Oral  Interpolation. 
objective  is  more  easily  remembered ;  where- 

43 
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mode  in  which  the  external  reality  acts  upon  the  sense  (the  met* 
aphor  you  must  disregard),  but  simply  the  fact  of  the  agency  itsel£ 

^^  Taking,  then,  their  difference  in  degree,  and  sup- 

posing that  the  degree  of  the  impression  deter- 
mines the  degree  of  the  sensation,  it  cannot  certainly  be  said,  that 
the  minimum  of  sensation  infers  the  maximum  of  perception ;  for 
perception  always  supposes  a  certain  quantum  of  sensation :  but  this 
is  undeniable,  that,  above  a  certain  limit,  perception  declines,  in 
proportion  as  sensation  rises.  Thus,  in  the  sense  of  sight,  if  the 
impression  be  strong  we  are  dazzled,  blinded,  and  consciousness 
is  limited  to  the  pain  or  pleasure  of  the  sensation,  in  the  intensity 
of  which,  perception  has  been  lost. 

Take  now  the  difference,  in  kind,  of  impressions  in  the  same  sense. 
Of  the  senses,  take  again  that  of  Sight.     Sight, 

Difference  in  kind.      as  will  hereafter  be  shown,  is  cognizant  of  color, 

!!f  « wu^oTtalt  End'  thrOUSh  C0l0r>  of  fi«Ure-  But  th0U«h  %ure 
^  is  known  only  through  color,  a  very  imperfect 

cognizance  of  color  is  necessary,  as  is  shown  in 
the  case  (and  it  is  not  a  rare  one)  of  those  individuals  who  have 
not  the  faculty  of  discriminating  colors.  These  persons,  who  prob- 
ably perceive  only  a  certain  difference  of  light  and  shade,  have  as 
clear  and  distinct  a  cognizance  of  figure,  as  others  who  enjoy  the 
sense  of  sight  in  absolute  perfection.  This  being  understood,  you 
will  observe,  that,  in  the  vision  of  color,  there  is  more  of  sensation ; 
in  that  of  figure,  more  of  perception.  Color  affords  our  faculties  of 
knowledge  a  far  smaller  number  of  differences  and  relations  than 
figure ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  yields  our  capacity  of  feeling  a  far 
more  sensual  enjoyment.  But  if  the  pleasure  we  derive  from  color 
be  more  gross  and  vivid,  that  from  figure  is  more  refined  and  per- 
manent. It  is  a  law  of  our  nature,  that  the  more  intense  a  pleasure, 
the  shorter  is  its  duration.  The  pleasures  of  sense  are  grosser  and 
more  intense  than  those  of  intellect ;  but,  while  the  former  alternate 
speedily  with  disgust,  with  the  latter  we  are  never  satiated.  The 
same  analogy  holds  among  the  senses  themselves.  Those  in  which 
sensation  predominates,  in  which  pleasure  is  most  intense,  soon  pall 
upon  us;  whereas  those  in  which  perception  predominates,  and 
which  hold  more  immediately  of  intelligence,  afford  us  a  less  exclu- 
sive but  a  more  enduring  gratification.  How  soon  are  we  cloyed 
with  the  pleasures  of  the  palate,  compared  with  those  of  the  eye ; 
and,  among  the  objects  of  the  former,  the  meats  that  please  the 
most  are  soonest  objects  of  disgust.  This  is  too  notorious  in  regard 
to  taste  to  stand  in  need  of  proof.  But  it  is  no  less  certain  in  the 
case  of  vision.    In  Painting,  there  is  a  pleasure  derived  from  a  vivid 


Joanne*  Secundus 
quoted. 
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and  harmonious  coloring,  and  a  pleasure  from  the  drawing  and 
grouping  of  the  figures.  The  two  pleasures  are  distinct,  and  even, 
to  a  certain  extent,  incompatible.  For  if  we  attempt  to  combine 
them,  the  grosser  and  more  obtrusive  gratification,  which  we  find 
in  the  coloring,  distracts  us  from  the  more  refined  and  intellectual 
enjoyment  we  derived  from  the  relation  of  figure ; 
while,  at  the  same  time,  the  disgust  we  soon 
experience  from  the  one  tends  to  render  us  insen- 
sible to  the  other.  This  is  finely  expressed  by  a  modern  Latin  poet 
of  high  genius: 

"  Mensnra  rebus  est  sua  dulcftras; 
Ut  quodque  mentes  suavius  afflcit, 
Fastidium  sic  triste  secum  . 
Limite  proximiore  ducit.  l 

"  Est  modus  et  dulci :  nimis  immoderata  voluptas 

Tssdla  flnltimo  limite  semper  habet. 
Cerne  novas  tabulas;  rident  florente  colore, 

Plcta  verat  primo  Yere  cornscat  hamns. 
Cerne  diu  tamen  has,  hebetataque  lamina  flectes, 

Et  Ubi  conspectus  nausea  mollis  erit; 
Subque  tuos  oculos  aliquid  revocare  libebit, 

Prisca  quod  inculta  aecla  tulere  manu."  * 

His  learned  commentator,  Bosscha,  has  n6t,  however,  noticed  that 
these  are  only  paraphrases  of  a  remarkable  pas- 
arap  rases       ro.      ^^  ^  Cicero.8    Cicero  and  Secundus  have  not, 
however,  expressed  the  principle  more  explicitly  than  Shakspeare : 

Shakspeare.        «  These  violent  delights  have  violent  ends, 

And  in  their  triumph  die.    The  sweetest  honey 
Is  loathsome  in  its  own  deliciousness, 
And  in  the  taste  confounds  the  appetite. 
Therefore,  love  moderately;  long  love  doth  so. 
Too  swift  arrives  as  tardy  as  too  slow."* 

The  result  of  what  I  have  now  stated,  therefore,  is,  in  the  first 
place,  that,  as  philosophers  have  observed,  there  is  a  distinction 

1  Joannes  Secundus,  Basia,  Ix.  Opera,  p.  86,  est,  qnasnam  oausa  sit,  our  ea,  qua  maxima 

(adit.  1681).  —  Ed.  sensus,  nostras  impellent  voluptate,  et  specie 

_  _  _         .        _  .  ....  prima  aoerrime  oommovent,  ab  lis  oelerrime 

rnli0*111^  *?*">   *V— "^   1U!-  Ltidio  qnodam  et  s^  abaltooemur," 

{Optra,  p.  116. —ED.]  etc.  — Ed. 

*  Jfc  OnUon,  ill.  36:  "Difficile  enim  diotn         *  Romeo  and  Jutiet,  aot.  it.  scene  6. 
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between  Knowledge  and  Feeling,  —  Perception  and  Sensation,  as 

between  the  objective  and  the  subjective  ele- 

Kewrit  in  tam  of      ment .  ^   in  the  second,  that  this  distinction 

foregoing  discussion.  # 

is,  moreover,  governed  by  the  law,  —  That  the 

two  elements,  though  each  necessarily  supposes  the  other,  are  still 

always  in  a  certain  inverse  proportion  to  each  other.1 

Before  leaving  this  subject,  I  may  notice  that  the  distinction  of 

perception  proper  and  sensation  proper,  though 

The  distinction  of      recognized  as  phenomenal  by  philosophers  who 

perception  from  Sen-       noi£  tne  aoctrine  of  a  representative  perception, 

■atioD,  of  importance  .         .  ..  j  •  _*  i     .     A«      3 

only  in  the  doctrine  of  nf  8  mto  ™»h&7  »nd  importance  only  in  the  doc- 
intnitive  Perception.  trine  of  an  intuitive  perception.  In  the  former 
doctrine,  perception  is  supposed  to  Tt>e  only  ap- 
parently objective ;  being,  in  reality,  no  less  subjective  than  sensa- 
tion proper,  —  the  subjective  element  itself  Both  are  nothing 
more  than  mere  modes  of  the  ego.  The  philosophers  who  hold  the 
hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception,  make  the  difference  of 
the  two  to  consist  only  in  this ;  —  that  in  perception  proper,  there  is 
reference  to  an  unknown  object,  different  from  me ;  in  sensation, 
there  is  no  reference  to  aught  beyond  myself.  Brown,  on  the  sup- 
position that  Reid  held  that  doctrine  in  common  with  himself  and 
philosophers  at  large,  states  sensation,  as  understood  by  Reid,  to 
be  "  the  simple  feeling  that  immediately  follows  the  action  of  an 
external  body  on  any  of  our  organs  of  sense,  considered  merely  as 
a  feeling  of  the  mind  ;  the  corresponding  perception  being  the  ref- 
erence of  this  feeling  to  the  external  body  as  its  cause." 9  The  dis- 
tinction he  allows  to  be  a  convenient  one,  if  the  nature  of  the  com- 
plex process  which  it  expresses  be  rightly  understood.  a  The  only 
question,"  he  says,  "that  seems,  philosophically,  of  importance,  with 
respect  to  it,  is  whether  the  perception  in  this  sense,  —  the  reference 
of  the  sensation  to  its  external  corporeal  cause,  —  implies,  as  Dr. 
Reid  contends,  a  peculiar  mental  power,  coextensive  with  sensation, 
to  be  distinguished  by  a  peculiar  name  in  the  catalogue  of  our  facul- 
ties ;  or  be  not  merely  one  of  the  results  of  a  more  general  power, 
which  is  afterwards  to  be  considered  by  us,  —  the  power  of  associa- 
tion,—  by  which  one  feeling  suggests,  or  induces,  other  feelings 
that  have  formerly  coexisted  with  it."  8 

If  Brown  be  correct  in  his  interpretation  of  Reid's  general  doc- 
trine of  perception,  his  criticism  is  not  only  true  but  trite.  In  the 
hands  of  a  cosmothetic  idealist,  the  distinction  is  only  superficial, 

i  For  historical  notices  of  approximations,        »  Lecture  xxvi.  p.  1.  second  edition.— Elx 
to  this  Law,  see  R$id>$  Work*,  Note  D«,  p.         8  Ibid. —Ed. 
887.  —  Ed. 
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and  manifestly  of  no  import;  and  the  very  fact,  that  Reid  laid  so 

great  a  stress  on  it,  would  tend  to  prove,  inde- 

Tbat  Reid  law  strew      pendently  of  what  we  have  already  alleged,  that 

on   this   distinction,      Brown's  interpretation  of  his  doctrine  is  errone- 

theTatuxe  of  wTd<^  ous-  You  wiU  r*marki  likewise,  that  Brown  (and 
trine  of  Perception.  Brown  only  speaks  the  language  of  all  philoso- 
phers who  do  not  allow  the  mind  a  consciousness 
of  aught  beyond  its  own  states)  misstates  the  phenomenon,  when 
he  assterts  that,  in  perception,  there  is  a  reference 
No  reference  from  from  the  internal  to  the  external,  from  the 
the  internal  to  the  ex-  fcnown  to  the  unknown.  That  this  is  not  the 
as  Brown  states.  '  &cfc>  an  observation  of  his  phenomenon  will  at 
once  convince  you.  In  an  act  of  perception,  I 
am  conscious  of  something  as  self,  and  of  something  as  not-self:  — 
this  is  the  simple  fact.  The  philosophers,  on  the  contrary,  who  will 
not  accept  this  fact,  misstate  it.  They  say  that  we  are  there  con- 
scious of  nothing  but  a  certain  modification  of  mind ;  but  this  modi- 
fication involves  a  reference  to,  —  in  other  words,  a  representation 
o£  something  external,  as  its  object.  Now  this  is  untrue.  We  are 
conscious  of  no  reference,  —  of  no  representation ;  we  believe  that 
the  object  of  which  we  are  conscious  is  the  object  which  exists. 
Nor  could  there  possibly  be  such  reference  or  representation ;  for 
reference  or  representation  supposes  a  knowledge  already  possessed 
of  the  object  referred  to  or  represented;  but  perception  is  the 
faculty  by  which  our  first  knowledge  is  acquired,  and,  therefore, 
cannot  suppose  a  previous  knowledge  as  its  condition.  But  this  I 
notice  only  by  the  way ;  this  matter  will  be  regularly  considered  in 
the  sequeL 

I  may  here  notice  the  false  analysis,  which  has  endeavored  to  take 
perception  out  of  the  list  of  our  faculties,  as 
Perception  taken  out      being  only  a  compound  and  derivative  power. 
falumel^throuTT      Perception,  say  Brown    and    others,  supposes 
false  analysis.  memory  and  comparison  and  judgment ;  there- 

fore, it  is  not  a  primary  faculty  of  mind.  Noth- 
ing can  be  more  erroneous  than  this  reasoning.  In  the  first  place,  I 
have  formerly  shown  you  that  consciousness  supposes  memory,  and 
discrimination,  and  judgment;  and,  as  perception  does  not  pretend 
to  be  simpler  than  consciousness,  but  in  fact  only  a  modification  of 
consciousness,  that,  therefore,  the  objection  does  not  apply.  But,  in 
the  second  place,  the  objection  is  founded  on  a  misapprehension  of 
what  a  faculty  properly  is.  It  may  be  very  true  that  an  act  of  per- 
ception cannot  be  realized  simply  and  alone.  I  have  often  told  you 
that  the  mental  phenomena  are  never  simple,  and  that  as  tissues 
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are  woven  oat  of  many  threads,  so  a  mental  phenomenon  is  made  up 
of  many  acts  and  affections,  which  we  can  only  consider  separately 
by  abstraction,  but  can  never  even  conceive  as  separately  existing. 
In  mathematics,  we  consider  a  triangle  or  a  square,  the  sides  and 
the  angles  apart  from  each  other,  though  we  are  unable  to  conceive 
them  existing  independently  of  each  other.  But  because  the  angles 
and  sides  exist  only  through  each  other,  would  it  be  correct  to  deny 
their  reality  as  distinct  mathematical  elements  ?  As  in  geometry, 
so  is  it  in  psychology.  We  admit  that  no  faculty  can  exist  itself 
alone ;  and  that  it  is  only  by  viewing  the  actual  manifestations  of 
mind  in  their  different  relations,  that  we  are  able  by  abstraction  to 
analyze  them  into  elements,  which  we  refer  to  different  faculties. 
Thus,  for  example,  every  judgment,  every  comparison,  supposes  two 
terms  to  be  compared,  and,  therefore,  supposes  an  act  of  representa- 
tive, or  an  act  of  acquisitive  cognition.  But  go  back  to  one  or  other 
of  these  acts,  and  you  will  find  that  each  of  them  supposes  a  judg- 
ment and  a  memory.  If  I  represent  in  imagination  the  terms  of 
comparison,  there  is  involved  a  judgment ;  for  the  fact  of  their 
representation  supposes  the  affirmation  or  judgment  that  they  are 
called  up,  that  they  now  ideally  exist;  and  this  judgment  is  only 
possible,  as  the  result  of  a  comparison  of  the  present  consciousness 
of  their  existence  with  a  past  consciousness  of  their  non-existence, 
which  comparison,  again,  is  only  possible  through  an  act  of  memory. 
Connected  with  the  preceding  distinction  of  Perception  and 

Sensation,  is  the  distinction  of  the  Primary  and 

The  Primary  and      Secondary  Qualities  of  matter.     This  distino- 

ot  matter.  ^on  camot  be  omitted ;  but  I  shall  not  attempt 

to  follow  out  the  various  difficult  and  doubtful 
problems  which  it  presents.1 

It  would  only  confuse  ypu  were  I  to  attempt  to  determine,  how 

far  this  distinction  was  known  to  the  Atomio 

thta1^^06"0'  ^J™**"**  Prior  t0  Aristotle,  and  how  far 
Aristotle  himself  was  aware  of  the  principle  on 

which  it  proceeds.  —  It  is  enough  to  notice,  as  the  most  remarkable 
opinion  of  antiquity,  that  of  Democritus,  who, 
except  the  common  qualities  of  body  which  are 

known  by  Touch,  denied  that  the  senses  afforded  us  any  informa* 

tion  concerning  the  real  properties  of  matter.  Among  modern 
philosophers,  Descartes  was  the  first  who  re% 
called  attention  to  the  distinction.    According 

to  him,  the  primary  qualities  differ  from  the  secondary  in  this,  — . 

l  For  a  fuller  and  mora  accurate  account  of  the  history  of  this  distinction,  see  iUid  i 
Works,  note  D.  —ED. 
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that  our  knowledge  of  the  former  is  more  clear  and  distinct  than 
of  the  latter.  "  Longe  alio  modo  cognoscimus  quid  sit  in  oorpore 
magnitudo  vel  figura  quant  quid  sit,  in  eodem  corpore,  color,  vel 
odor,  vel  sapor. — Longe  evidentius  cognoscimus  quid  sit  in  corpore 
esse  figuratum  quam  quid  sit  esse  coloratum."1 

"  The  qualities  of  external  objects,"  says  Locke,8  u  are  of  two 
sorts;  first,  Original  or  Primary;  such  are  so- 
lidity, extension,  motion  or  rest,  number  and 
figure.  These  are  inseparable  from  body,  and  such  as  it  constantly 
keeps  in  all  its  changes  and  alterations.  Thus,  take  a  grain  of 
wheat,  divide  it  into  two  parts;  each  part  has  still  solidity,  exten- 
sion, figure,  mobility ;  divide  it  again,  and  it  still  retains  the  same 
qualities ;  and  will  do  so  still,  though  you  divide  it  on  till  the  parts 
become  insensible. 

"  Secondly,  Secondary  qualities,  such  as  colors,  smells,  tastes, 
sounds,  etc.,  which,  whatever  reality  we  by  mistake  may  attribute 
to  them,  are,  in  truth,  nothing  in  the  objects  themselves,  but 
powers  to  produce  various  sensations  in  us;  and  depend  on  the 
qualities  before  mentioned. 

"The  ideas  of  primary  qualities  of  bodies  are  resemblances  of 
them;  and  their  patterns  really  exist  in  bodies  themselves:  but 
the  ideas  produced  in  us  by  secondary  qualities,  have  no  resem- 
blance of  them  at  all :  and  what  is  sweet,  blue,  or  warm  in  the 
idea,  is  but  the  certain  bulk,  figure,  and  motion  of  the  insensible 
parts  in  the  bodies  themselves,  which  we  call  so." 

Keid  adopted  the  distinction  of  Descartes:  he  holds  that  our 
knowledge  of  the  primary  qualities  is  clear  and 
distinct,  whereas  our  knowledge  of  the  second- 
ary qualities  is  obscure.8  "Every  man,"  he  says,  *  capable  of 
reflection,  may  easily  satisfy  himself,  that  he  has  a  perfectly  clear 
and  distinct  notion  of  extension,  divisibility,  figure,  and  motion. 
The  solidity  of  a  body  means  no  more,  but  that  it  excludes  other 
bodies  from  occupying  the  same  place  at  the  same  time.  Hard- 
ness, softness,  and  fluidity,  are  different  degrees  of  cohesion  in  the 
parts  of  a  body.  It  is  fluid,  when  it  has  no  sensible  cohesion ;  soft 
when  the  cohesion  is  weak;  and  hard  when  it  is  strong:  of  the 
cause  of  this  cohesion  we  are  ignorant,  but  the  thing  itself  we 
understand  perfectly,  being  immediately  informed  of  it  by  the 
sense  of  touch.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  of  the  primary  quali- 
ties we  have  a  clear  and  distinct  notion ;  we  know  what  they  are, 

1  Prindpia,  I  f  69.  —  Ed.  S  Intellectual   Powers,   Eaaaj   ii.   oh.   xyii. 

S  Essay  ii.  8, 9.    The  text  is  an  abridgment      Works,  p.  8H-— iu>. 
.of  Locke,  not  an  exact  quotation. —Ed. 


341  METAPHYSICS.  Lbct.  XXIV. 

though  we  may  be  ignorant  of  the  causes."  But  he  did  more,  he 
endeavored  to  show  that  this  difference  arises  from  the  circum- 
stance,— that  the  perception,  in  the  case  of  the  primary  qualities, 
is  direct;  in  the  case  of  the  secondary,  only  relative.  This  he 
explains :  "  I  observe,  further,  that  the  notion  we  have  of  primary 
qualities  is  direct  and  not  relative  only.  A  relative  notion  of  a 
thing  is,  strictly  speaking,  no  notion  of  the  thing  at  all,  but  only 
of  some  relation  which  it  bears  to  something  else. 

"Thus  gravity  sometimes  signifies  the  tendency  of  bodies  towards 
the  earth ;  sometimes  it  signifies  the  cause  of  that  tendency ;  when 
it  means  the  first,  I  have  a  direct  and  distinct  notion  of  gravity; 
I  see  it,  and  feel  it,  and  know  perfectly  what  it  is;  but  this  tend* 
ency  must  have  a  cause;  we  give  the  same  name  to  the  cause; 
and  that  cause  has  been  an  object  of  thought  and  of  speculation. 
Now,  what  notion  have  we  of  this  caKse  when  we  think  and  reason 
about  it?  It  is  evident  we  think  of  it  as  an  unknown  cause  of 
a  known  effect.  This  is  a  relative  notion,  and  it  must  be  obscure, 
because  it  gives  us  no  conception  of  what  the  thing  is,  but  of 
what  relation  it  bears  to  something  else.  Every  relation  which  a 
thing  unknown  bears  to  something  that  is  known,  may  give  a  rela- 
tive notion  of  it ;  and  there  are  many  objects  of  thought,  and  of 
discourse,  of  which  our  faculties  can  give  no  better  than  a  relative 
notion. 

"Having  premised  these  things  to  explain  what  is  meant  by  a 
relative  notion,  it  is  evident,  that  our  notion  of  Primary  Qualities 
is  not  of  this  kind ;  we  know  what  they  are,  and  not  barely  what 
relation  they  bear  to  something  else. 

"It  is  otherwise  with  Secondary  Qualities.  If  you  ask  me,  what 
is  that  quality  or  modification  in  a  rose  which  I  call  its  smell,  I  am 
at  a  loss  what  to  answer  directly.  Upon  reflection  I  find,  that  I 
have  a  distinct  notion  of  the  sensation  which  it  produces  in  my 
mind.  But  there  can  be  nothing  like  to  this  sensation  in  the  rose, 
because  it  is  insentient.  The  quality  in  the  rose  is  something 
which  occasions  the  sensation  in  me ;  but  what  that  something  is, 
I  know  not.  My  senses  give  me  no  information  upon  this  point. 
The  only  notion,  therefore,  my  senses  give  is  this,  that  smell  in  the 
rose  is  an  unknown  quality  or  modification  which  is  the  cause  or 
occasion  of  a  sensation  which  I  know  well.  The  relation  which 
this  unknown  quality  bears  to  the  sensation  with  which  nature  hath 
connected  it,  is  all  I  learn  from  the  sense  of  smelling ;  but  this  is 
evidently  a  relative  notion.  The  same  reasoning  will  apply  to 
every  secondary  quality. 

"Thus  I  think  it  appears,  that  there  is  a  real  foundation  for 
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the  distinction  of  primary  from  secondary  qualities;  and  that  they 

are  distinguished  by  this,  that  of  the  primary  we  have  by  our 

senses  a  direct  and  distinct  notion ;  but  of  the  secondary  only  a 

relative  notion,  which  must,  because  it  is  only  relative,  be  obscure ; 

they  are  conceived  only  as  the  unknown  causes  or  occasions  of 

certain  sensations,  with  which  we  are  well  acquainted." 

You  will  observe  that  the  lists  of  the  primary  qualities  given  by 

Locke  and  Reid  do  not  coincide.     According 

The  Kit  of  primary      to  Locke,  these  are  Solidity,  Extension,  Motion, 

qualities    given    by      Hardness,  Softness,  Roughness,  Smoothness,  and 

Locke,   and    that   of        ._,.    .,. 
Keid,  do  not  coincide,        fluidity. 

Stewart.  Mr.  Stewart  proposes  another  line  of  demar- 

cation. "I  distinguish,"  he  says,  "Extension 
and  Figure  by  the  title  of  the  Mathematical  Affections  of  matter; 
restricting  the  phrase,  Primary  Qualities,  to  Hardness  and  Soft- 
ness, Roughness  and  Smoothness,  and  other  properties  of  the 
same  description.  The  line  which  I  would  draw  between  Primary 
and  Secondary  Qualities  is  this,  that  the  former  necessarily  involve 
the  notion  of  Extension,  and  consequently  of  externality  or  out- 
ness; whereas  the  latter  are  only  conceived  as  the  unknown  causes 
of  known  sensations ;  and  when  first  apprehended  by  the  mind\  do 
not  imply  the  existence  of  anything  locally  distinct  from  the  sub- 
jects of  its  own  consciousness."1 
All  these  Primary  Qualities,  including  Mr.  Stewart's  Mathe- 
matical Affections  of  matter,  may  easily  be  re- 

The  Primary  Quail-      duced  to  two, — Extension  and  Solidity.    Thus: 
to  reducible  to  two,      -gupm,  ig  a  mere  limitation  of  extension ;  Hard- 

—  Extension  and  So-  o        '  * 

lidity.  ness,  Soilness,  Fluidity,  are  only  Solidity  vari- 

ously modified,  —  only  its  different  degrees; 
while  Roughness  and  Smoothness  denote  only  the  sensations  con- 
nected with  certain  perceptions  of  Solidity.  On  the  other  hand, 
in  regard  to  Divisibility  (which  is  proper  to  Reid),  and  to  Motion, 

—  these  can  hardly  be  mere  data  of  sense.  Divisibility  supposes 
division,  and  a  body  divided  supposes  memory ;  for  if  we  did  not 
remember  that  it  had  been  one,  we  should  not  know  that  it  is  now 
two ;  we  could  not  compare  its  present  with  its  former  state ;  and 
it  is  by  thi3  comparison  alone  that  we  learn  the  feet  of  division. 
As  to  Motion,  this  supposes  the  exercise  of  memory,  and  the  notion 
of  time,  and,  therefore,  we  do  not  owe  it  exclusively  to  sense. 
Finally,  as  to  .Number,  which  is  peculiar  to  Locke,  it  is  evident 
that  this,  far  from  being  a  quality  of  matter,  is  only  an  abstract 

1  PhU.  Essays,  Works,  vol.  v.  pp.  116, 117. 
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notion, — the  fabrication  of  the  intellect,  and  not  a  datum  of 
sense.1 

Thus,  then,  we  have  reduced  all  primary  qualities  to  Extension 
and  Solidity,  and  we  are,  moreover,  it  would 

™*  ^J0*!?11  to"  seem,  beginning  to  see  light,  inasmuch  as  the 
primary  qualities  are  those  in  which  perception 
is  dominant,  the  secondary  those  in  which  sensation  prevails.  But 
here  we  are  again  thrown  back :  for  extension  is  only  another  name 
for  space,  and  our  notion  of  space  is  not  one  which  we  derive  exclu- 
sively from  sense, — not  one  which  is  generalized  only  from  experi- 
ence ;  for  it  is  one  of  our  necessary  notions, — in  feet,  a  fundamental 
condition  of  thought  itself.  The  analysis  of  Kant,  independently 
of  all  that  has  been  done  by  other  philosophers,  has  placed  this 
truth  beyond  the  possibility  of  doubt,  to  all  those  who  understand 
the  meaning  and  conditions  of  the  problem.  For  us,  however,  this 
is  not  the  time  to  discuss  the  subject.     But, 

What,  and  how  taking  it  for  granted  that  the  notion  of  space 
80,vfd*  is  native  or  a  priori,  and  not  adventitious  or 

Space  known  a  pri-  .      .      .  „      ,  .,  ,       , 

ari;  Extension  a  po*  a  poetertort,  are  we  not  at  once  thrown  back 
brim.  into  idealism  ?    For  if  extension  itself  be  only 

a  necessary  mental  mode,  how  can  we  make  it 
a  quality  of  external  objects,  known  to  us  by  sense ;  or  how  can  we 
contrast  the  outer  world,  as  the  extended,  with  the  inner,  as  the 
unextended  world?  To  this  difficulty,  I  see  only  one  possible 
answer.  It  is  this : — It  cannot  be  denied  that  space,  as  a  necessary 
notion,  is  native  to  the  mind  ;  but  does  it  follow,  that,  because  there 
is  an  a  priori  space,  as  a  form  of  thought,  we  may  not  also  have  an 
empirical  knowledge  of  extension,  as  an  element  of  existence? 
The  former,  indeed,  may  be  only  the  condition  through  which  the 
latter  is  possible.  It  is  true  that,  if  we  did  not  possess  the  general 
and  necessary  notion  of  space  anterior  to,  or  as  the  condition  o£ 
experience,  from  experience  we  should  never  obtain  more  than  a 
generalized  and  contingent  notion  of  space.  But  there  seems  to 
me  no  reason  to  deny,  that  because  we  have  the  one,  we  may  not 
also  have  the  other.  If  this  be  admitted,  the  whole  difficulty  is 
solved ;  and  we  may  designate  by  the  name  of  extension  our  empiri- 
cal knowledge  of  space,  and  reserve  the  term  space  for  space  con- 
sidered as  a  form  or  fundamental  law  of  thought.2     This  matter 

1  In  this  redaction  of  the  primary  qualities  a  Here,  on  blank  leaf  of  MS.,  are  jotted 

to  Extension  and  Solidity,  the  author  follows  the  words,  u  So  Causality."    [Causality  de- 

Boyer-Collard,  whose  remarks  will  be  found  pends,  first,  on  the  a  priori  necessity  in  the 

quoted  in  ReuTt  Works,  p.  844.    From  the  mind  to  think  some  cause;  and,  seoond,  on 

notes  appended  to  that  quotation,  it  will  be  experience,  as  revealing  to  us  the  particu?ar 

seen  that  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  final  opinion  cause  of  any  effect.]—  Oral  Interpolation^  tut 

diners  in  some  respects  from  that  expressed  not  at  this  passage.— Ed. 
in  the  present  text.  —  Ed. 
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will,  however,  come  appropriately  to  be  considered,  in  treating  of 

the  Regulative  Faculty. 

The  following  is  the  result  of  what  I  think  an  accurate  analysis 

would  afford,  though  there  are  no  doubt  many 

General  result— in      difficulties  to  be  explained.  —  That  our  knowl- 

the  Primary  Qualities,      ed       of  ftU  the  quaiitieg  0f  matter  is  merely 

Perception    predomi-  . 

nates*  in  the  Second-      relative.     But  though  the  qualities  of  matter 
•ry,  Sensation.  are  all  known  only  in  relation  to  our  faculties, 

and  the  total  or  absolute  cognition  in  perception 
is  only  matter  in  a  certain  relation  to  mind,  and  mind  in  a  certain 
relation  to  matter;  still,  in  different  perceptions,  one  term  of  the 
relation  may  predominate,  or  the  other.  Where  the  objective  ele- 
ment predominates,  —  where  matter  is  known  as  principal  in  its 
relation  to  mind,  and  mind  only  known  as  subordinate  in  its  corre- 
lation to  matter, — we  have  Perception  Proper,  rising  superior  to 
sensation;  this  is  seen  in  the  Primary  Qualities.  Where,  on  the 
contrary,  the  subjective  element  predominates, — where  mind  is 
known  as  principal  in  its  relation  to  matter,  and  matter  is  only 
known  as  subordinate  in  its  relation  to  mind,  —  we  have  Sensation 
Proper  rising  superior  to  perception ;  and  this  is  seen  in  the  Sec- 
ondary Qualities.  The  adequate  illustration  of  this  would,  however, 
require  both  a  longer,  and  a  more  abstruse,  discussion  than  we  can 
afford.1 

1  Cf.  ReuPs  Works,  Notes  D  and  D*.  —  Ed. 


LECTURE  XXV. 

THE  PRESENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

I.  —  PERCEPTION.  —  OBJECTIONS    TO    TH»    DOCTRINE    OF    HATURAI.    XEAIJSM. 

Fbok  out  previous  discussions,  you  are  now,  in  some  measure, 

prepared  for  a  consideration  of  the  grounds  on 

option*  to  the      which  pbUosophers  have  so  generally  asserted 

doctrine    of   Natural  ,  .        .„  .  «  •  , 

Beaiism.  the  scientific  necessity  of  repressing  the  testi- 

mony of  consciousness  to  the  fact  of  our  imme- 
diate perception  of  external  objects,  and  of  allowing  us  only  a 
mediate  knowledge  of  the  material  world :  a  procedure  by  which 
they  either  admit,  or  cannot  rationally  deny,  that  Consciousness  is 
a  mendacious  witness ;  that  Philosophy  and  the  Common  Sense  of 
mankind  are  placed  in  contradiction ;  nay,  that  the  only  legitimate 
philosophy  is  an  absolute  and  universal  skepticism.  That  conscious- 
ness, in  perception,  affords  us,  as  I  have  stated, 
The  testimony  of  an  assurance  of  an  intuitive  cognition  of  the 
Consciousness  in  per-      non-ego,  is  not  only  notorious  to  every  one  who 

ception,  notorious,  and  ...  .  ,  .  A       _       *     A    ,     . 

acknowledged  by  phi-      W1"  interrogate  consciousness  as  to  the  fact,  but 
losopheraofaiioiaaaes.      is,  as  I  have  already  shown  you,  acknowledged 
Hume  quoted.  not  only  by  cosmothetic  idealists,  but  even  by 

absolute  idealists  and  skeptics.  "  It  seems  evi- 
dent,9' says  Hume,  who  in  this  concession  must  be  allowed  to  express 
the  common  acknowledgment  of  philosophers,  "that  when  men 
follow  this  blind  and  powerful  instinct  of  nature,  they  always  sup- 
pose the  very  images,  presented  by  the  senses,  to  be  the  external 
objects,  and  never  entertain  any  suspicion,  that  the  one  are  nothing 
but  representations  of  the  other.  This  very  table,  which  we  see 
white,  and  which  we  feel  hard,  is  believed  to  exist,  independent 
of  our  perception,  and  to  be  something  external  to  our  mind,  which 
perceives  it.  Our  presence  bestows  not  being  on  it :  our  absence 
does  not  annihilate  it.  It  preserves  its  existence,  uniform  and 
entire,  independent  of  the  situation  of  intelligent  beings,  who  per- 
ceive or  contemplate  it.  But  this  universal  and  primary  opinion  of 
aU  men  is  soon  destroyed  by  the  slightest  philosophy,  which  teaches 
us  that  nothing  can  ever  be  present  to  the  mind  but  an  image  or 
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perception,  and  that  the  senses  are  only  the  inlets,  through  which 
these  images  are  received,  without  being  ever  able  to  produce  any 
immediate  intercourse  between  the  mind  and  the  object."1 
In  considering  this  subject,  it  is  manifest  that,  before  rejecting 
the  testimony  of  consciousness  to  our  immediate 
The  dfeooMfcm  di-      knowledge    of  the  non-ego,  the   philosophers 
vided  into  two  p«rta.      were  bound,  in  the  first  place,  to  evince  the 
absolute  necessity  of  their  rejection;   and,  in 
the  second  place,  in  substituting  an  hypothesis  in  the  room  of  the 
rejected  fact,  they  were  bound  to  substitute  a  legitimate  hypothesis, 
—  that  is,  one  whloh  does  not  violate  the  laws  under  which  an 
hypothesis  can  be  rationally  proposed.    I  shall,  therefore,  divide  the 
discussion  into  two  sections.    In  the  former,  I  shall  state  the  rea- 
sons, as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  discover  them,  on  which  philoso- 
phers have  attempted  to  manifest  the  impossibility  of  acquiescing 
in  the  testimony  of  consciousness,  and  the  general  belief  of  man- 
kind ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  endeavor  to  refute  these  reasons,  by 
showing  that  they  do .  not  establish  the  necessity  required.    In  the 
latter,  I  shall  attempt  to  prove  that  the  hypothesis  proposed  by  the 
philosophers,  in  place  of  the  fhet  of  consciousness,  does  not  fulfil 
the  conditions  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis,  —  in  fact,  violates  them 
almost  all. 
In  the  first  place,  then,  in  regard  to  the  reasons  assigned  by  phi- 
losophers for  their  refusal  of  the  fact  of  our 
i.  Reason*  for  re-      immediate  perception  of  external  things,  —  of 

Jeoting  the  testimon?        ^^  j  haye  been  ^  ^  ^^  ^  ^  fiye       ^ 
of    Consciousness    in 

perception,    detailed      thev  cannot  be  very  briefly  stated,  I  shall  not 
and  criticized.  first  enumerate  them  together,  and  then  con- 

sider each  in  detail;  but  shall  consider  them 
one  after  the  other,  without  any  general  and  preliminary  statement. 
The  first,  and  highest,  ground  on  which  it  may  be  held,  that  the 
object  immediately  known  in  perception  is  a 
reStiol™*  gr°ttnd  °f     »odi«oatioii  of  the  mind  itself,  is  the  following : 
Perception  is  a  cognition  or  act  of  knowledge ; 
a  cognition  is  an  immanent  act  of  mind;  but  to  suppose  the  cogni- 
tion of  anything  external  to  the  mind,  would  be  to  suppose  an  act 
of  the  mind  going  out  of  itself,  in  other  words,  a  transeunt  act;  but 
action  supposes  existence,  and  nothing  can  act  where  it  is  not; 
therefore,  to  act  out  of  self  is  to  exist  out  of  self;  which  is  absurd.8 

1  Enquiry  concerning  Human  Understanding,  JSekandhmg  der  empiriseJun  Psychologic,  vol.  i, 

f  xii.,  Essays,  etc.    [Of  the  Academical  or  Sktp-  \  31,  p.  189.    [Biunde  refers  to  Ficbte  as  hold- 

ticml Philosophy,  Essays,  p. 9Miedit.Ym.   PkO-  tag  the  principle  of  this  argument.  —  Ei>.) 

osvphical  Works,  vol.  iv.  p.  177.  —Ed.]  Cf.  Schultt,  Anthropologic,  f  &  p   107,  (edit. 

*  See  Blonde,  Tcrsuch  sinsr  systematise***  1826.)    [Cioeio,  Acad,  Qtusst.,  iv.24— Ed.J 
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This  argument,  though  I  have    never  met  with  it  explicitly 

announced,  is  still  implicitly  supposed  in  the 

Befbted.  arguments  of  those  philosophers  who  hold,  that 

1.  Our  Inability  to         , e       .     _  _    r  . r  .         _     _  - 

oonceive  how  the  feet  the  mind  cannot  be  conscious  of  aught  beyond 
of  conadoaroeM  it  its  own  modifications.  It  will  not  stand  exami- 
ponibie,  no  ground      nati0n.     It  is  very  true  that  we  can  neither 

for  denying  its  possi-  ,  .i_  i_ 

buity.  prove,  nor  even  conceive,  bow  the  ego  can  be 

conscious  or  immediately  cognitive  of  the  non- 
ego;  but  this,  our  ignorance,  is  no  sufficient  reason  on  which  to 
deny  the  possibility  of  the  fact.  As  a  fact,  and  a  primary  fact,  of 
consciousness,  we  must  be  ignorant  of  the  why  and  how  of  its 
reality,  for  we  have  no  higher  notion  through  which  to  comprehend 
it,  and,  if  it  involve  no  contradiction,  we  are,  philosophically,  bound 
to  accept  it.    But  if  we  examine  the  argument 

2.  Tbe  nuon  ad-      a  little  0^,.  we  gjjaU  find  that  it  proves  too 

duced  involves  a  gen-  .      .  r 

erai  absurdity.  much ;   for,  on  the  same  principle,  we  should 

establish  the  impossibility  of  any  overt  act  of 
volition,  —  nay,  even  the  impossibility  of  all  agency  and  mutual 
causation.  For  if,  on  the  ground  that  nothing  can  act  out  of  itself, 
because  nothing  exists  out  of  itself  we  deny  to  mind  the  immediate 
knowledge  of  things  external;  on  the  same  principle,  we  must  deny 
to  mind  the  power  of  determining  any  muscular  movement  of  the 
body.  And  if  the  action  of  every  existence  were  limited  to  the 
sphere  of  that  existence  itself,  then,  no  one  thing  could  act  upon 
any  other  thing,  and  all  action  and  reaction,  in  the  universe,  would 
be  impossible.  This  is  a  general  absurdity,  which  follows  from  the 
principle  in  question.     But  there  is  a  peculiar 

abTOMitarlTC"a8PeC,al  an<*  Proximate  absurdity  into  which  this  theory 
runs,  in  the  attempt  it  makes  to  escape  the  inex- 
plicable. It  is  this :  —  The  cosmothetio  idealists,  who  found  their 
doctrine  on  the  impossibility  of  mind  acting  out  of  itself  in  relation 
to  matter,  are  obliged  to  admit  tbe  still  less  conceivable  possibility 
of  matter  acting  out  of  itself  in  relation  to  mind.  They  deny  that 
mind  is  immediately  conscious  of  matter;  and,  to  save  the  phe- 
nomenon of  perception,  they  assert  that  the  non-ego,  as  given  in 
that  act,  is  only  an  illusive  representation  of  the  non-ego,  in,  and 
by,  the  ego.  Well,  admitting  this,  and  allowing  them  to  belie  the 
testimony  of  consciousness  to  the  reality  of  the  non-ego  as  per- 
ceived, what  do  they  gain  by  this?  They  surrender  the  simple 
datum  of  consciousness,  —  that  the  external  object  is  immediately 
known ;  and,  in  lieu  of  that  real  object,  they  substitute  a  representa- 
tive object.  But  still  they  hold  (at  least  those  who  do  not  fly  to 
some  hyperphysical  hypothesis)  that  the  mind  is  determined  to  this 
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representation  by  the  material  reality,  to  which  material  reality  they 
must,  therefore,  accord  the  very  transeunt  efficiency  which  they 
deny  to  the  immaterial  principle.    This  first  and  highest  ground, 
therefore,  on  which  it  is  attempted  to  establish  the  necessity  of  a 
representative  perception,  is  not  only  insufficient,  but  self-contra- 
dictory. 
The  second  ground  on  which  it  has  been  attempted  to  establish 
the  necessity  of  this  hypothesis,  is  one  which  has 
The  second  ground      keen  more  generally  and  more  openly  founded 

of  rejection.  ®  /  •«,.,, 

on  than  the  preceding.  Mind  and  matter,  it  is 
said,  are  substances,  not  only  of  different,  but  of  the  most  opposite, 
natures ;  separated,  as  some  philosophers  express  it,  by  the  whole 
diameter  of  being:  but  what  immediately  knows  must  be  of  a 
nature  correspondent,  analogous,  to  that  which  is  known;  mind 
cannot,  therefore,  be  conscious  or  immediately  cognizant  of  what  is 
so  disproportioned  to  its  essence  as  matter. 
This  principle  is  one  whose  influence  is  seen  pervading  the  whole 

history  of  philosophy,  and  the  tracing  of  this 
Thta  principle  ha«      influence  would  form  the  subject  of  a  curious 

influenced  the  whole  .  •      -      « 

history  of  philosophy.  treatise.1  To  it  we  principally  owe  the  doctrine 
of  a  representative  perception,  in  one  or  other  of 
its  forms ;  and  in  a  higher  or  lower  potence,  according  as  the  repre- 
sentative object  was  held  to  be,  in  relation  to  mind,  of  a  nature 
either  the  same  or  similar.  Derivative  from  the  principle  in  its 
lower  potence  or  degree  (that  is,  the  immediate  object  being  sup- 
posed to  be  only  something  similar  to  the  mind),  we  have,  among 
other  less  celebrated  and  less  definite  theories,  the  intentional  spe- 
cies of  the  schoolmen  (at  least  as  generally  held),  and  the  ideas  of 
Maieb'ranche  and  Berkeley.  In  its  higher  potence  (that  is,  where 
the  representative  object  is  supposed  to  be  of  a  nature  not  merely  sim- 
ilar to,  but  identical  with,  mind,  though  it  may  be  numerically  differ- 
ent from  individual  minds),  it  affords  us,  among  other  modifications, 
the  gnostic  reasons  (Aoyot  yvwrrucoC)  of  the  Platonists,  the  preexist- 
ing species  of  Avicenna  and  other  Arabian  Aristotelians,  the  ideas 
of  Descartes,  Arnauld,  Leibnitz,  Buffier,  and  Condiilac,  the  phce- 
nomena  of  Kant,  and  the  external  states  of  Dr.  Brown.  It  is 
doubtful  to  which  head  we  should  refer  Locke,  and  Newton,  and 
Clarke, — nay,  whether  we  should  not  refer  them  to  the  class  of 
those  who,  like  Democritus,  Epicurus,  and  Digby,  viewed  the  repre- 
sentative or  immediate  object,  as  a  material  efflux  or  propagation 
from  the  external  reality  to  the  brain. 

This  principle  also  indirectly  determined  many  celebrated  theo- 

1  CH  RsiePs  Works,  p.  800,  note,  and  Discussions,  p.  61.  —  Ed. 
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ries  in  philosophy,  as  the  hierarchical  gradation  of  souls  or  sub- 
stantial faculties,  held  by  many  followers  of  Aristotle,  the  ox<*  or 
vehicular  media  of  the  Platonists,  the  plastic  medium  of  Cudworth 
and  Le  Clerc,  the  doctrine  of  the  community,  oneness,  or  identity 
of  the  human  intellect  in  all  men,  maintained  by  the  Aphrodisian, 
Themistius,  Averroes,  Cajetanus,  and  Zabarella,  the  vision  of  all 
.  things  in  the  Deity  of  Malebranche,  and  the  Cartesian  and  Leibnit- 
zian  doctrine  of  assistance  and  pre'established  harmony.  To  the 
influence  of  the  same  principle,  through  the  refusal  of  the  testimony 
of  consciousness  to  the  duality  of  our  knowledge,  are  also  medi- 
ately to  be  traced  the  unitarian  systems  of  absolute  identity,  mate- 
rialism, and  idealism. 

But,  if  no  principle  was  ever  more  universal  in  its  effects,  none 

was  ever  more  arbitrarily  assumed.  It  not  only 
Buty  1.  ii  perfectly      can  p^^nd  t0  n0  necessity ;  it  has  absolutely 

no  probability  in  its  favor.  Some  philosophers, 
as  Anazagoras,  Heraclitus,  Alcmseon,  have  even  held  that  the  rela- 
tion of  knowledge  supposes,  not  a  similarity  or  sameness  between 
subject  and  object,  but,  in  fact,  a  contrariety  or  opposition;  and 
Aristotle  himself  is  sometimes  in  favor  of  this  opinion,  though, 
sometimes,  it  would  appear,  in  favor  of  the  other.1    But,  however 

this  may  be,  each  assertion  is  just  as  likely,  and 
2.  la  unphHoeophi-      jugt  M  tmphii080phicai)  as  its  converse.     We 

know,  and  can  know,  nothing  a  priori  of  what 
is  possible  or  impossible  to  mind,  and  it  is  only  by  observation  and 
by  generalization  a  posteriori,  that  we  can  ever  hope  to  attain  any 
insight  into  the  question.    But  the  very  first  fact  of  our  experience 

contradicts  the  assertion,  that  mind,  as  of  an 
8.  contradicted  by      opposite  nature,  can  have  no  immediate  cog- 

the  first   feet  of  oar  *r  *  e 

experience.  nizance  of  matter ;  for  the  primary  datum  of 

consciousness  is,  that,  in  perception,  we  have  an 
intuitive  knowledge  of  the  ego  and  of  the  non-ego,  equally  and  at 
once.  This  second  ground,  therefore,  affords  us  no  stronger  neces- 
sity than  the  first,  for  denying  the  possibility  of  the  fact  of  which 
consciousness  assures  us. 

The  third  ground  on  which  the  representative  hypothesis  of  per- 
ception is  founded,  and  that  apparently  alone 
The  third  ground  of      contempiate(i  by  Reid  and  Stewart,  is,  that  the 
rejection.  .    _     r         _     ;  .  ,.      ,      i  ,  .  , 

mind  can  only  know  immediately  that  to  which 

it  is  immediately  present ;  but  as  external  objects  can  neither  them- 
selves come  into  the  mind,  nor  the  mind  go  out  to  them,  such 
presence  is  impossible;   therefore,  external  objects  can   only  be 

1  See  above*  p.  aoftf  Bote. -»  Bd. 
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mediately  known,  through  some  representative  object,  whether  that 
object  be  a  modification  of  mind,  or  something  in  immediate  rela- 
tion to  the  mind.    It  was  this  difficulty  of  bringing  the  subject  and 
object  into  proximate  relation,  that,  in  part,  determined  all  the  vari- 
ous schemes  of  a  representative  perception ;  but  it  seems  to  have 
been  the  one  which  solely  determined  the  peculiar  form  of  that 
doctrine  in  the  philosophy  of  Democritus,  Epicurus,  Digby,  and 
others,  under  which  it  is  held,  that  the  immediate  or  internal  object 
is  a  representative  emanation,  propagated  from  the  external  reality 
to  the  sensorium. 
Now  this  objection  to  the  immediate  cognition  of  external  objects, 
has,  as  far  as  I  know,  been  redargued  in  three 
Has  been  redargued      different  ways.    In  the  first  place,  it  has  been 

In      three      different  r 

wmyg  denied,  that  the  external  reality  cannot  itself 

come  into  the  mind.  In  the  second,  it  has  been 
asserted,  that  a  faculty  of  the  mind  itself  does  actually  go  out  to 
the  external  reality ;  and,  in  the  third  place,  it  has  been  maintained 
that,  though  the  mind  neither  goes  out,  nor  the  reality  comes  ii\ 
and  though  subject  and  object  are,  therefore,  not  present  to  each 
other,  still  that  the  mind,  through  the  agency  of  God,  has  an  imme- 
diate perception  of  the  external  object. 

The  first  mode  of  obviating  the  present  objection  to  the  possi- 
bility of   an  immediate  perception,  might  be 
7  thought  too  absurd  to  have  been  ever  attempted. 

But  the  observation  of  Varro,1  that  there  is 
nothing  so  absurd  which  has  not  been  asserted  by  some  philosopher, 
is  not  destined  to  be  negatived  in  the  present  instance.  In  opposi- 
tion to  Locke's  thesis, "  that  the  mind  knows  not  things  immediately, 
but  only  by  the  intervention  of  the  ideas  it  has  of  them,"  and  in 
opposition  to  the  whole  doctrine  of  representation,  it  is  maintained, 
in  terms,  by  Sergeant,  that  ttI  know  the  very  thing;  therefore,  the 
very  thing  is  in  my  act  of  knowledge ;  but  my  act  of  knowledge  is 
in  my  understanding ;  therefore,  the  thing  which  is  in  my  knowl- 
edge, is  also  in  my  understanding."8  We  may  suspect  that  this  is 
only  a  paradoxical  way  of  stating  his  opinion;  but  though  this 
author,  the  earliest  and  one  of  the  most  eloquent  of  Locke's  antag- 
onists, be  destitute  neither  of  learning  nor  of  acuteness,  I  must 

l  In  a  fragment  of  his  satire  EumtnuU*,  jncicero;  De  Dhinatietu,  ii.  58 :  "Sed,neic!o 

preserved  by  Nonius  MaroeUus,  Dt  Proprutate  quomodo%  nihil  tarn  absurde  did  potest,  quod 

Semumis,  c.  i.  n.  276,  v.  Ittfans :  —  n0n  dicatur  ab  aliquo  philosophorum."-  Ed. 
*  Portremo  nemo  •grotnt  qakqtmm  fomntat 

T«m  inftadum  quod  non  «liquii  dlcat  philowphiM."  j  g^  Philosophy  p.  29.    [See  above,  leet. 

But  the  words  in  the  text  occur  more  exactly  xxiv.  p.  881. — Ed.] 
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confess,  that  Locke  and  Molyneux  cannot  be  blamed  in  pronouncing 

bis  doctrine  unintelligible. 

The  second  mode  of  obviating  the  objection,— by  allowing  to 

the  mind  a  power  of  sallying  out  to  the  external 

The  teoond  by  Em-      reality,  has  higher  authority  in  its  fevor.     That 

pedocles,  the  Platon-  ...       -.    A°,  -  '    .  . 

1^  etCm  vision  is  effected  by  a  perceptive  emanation  from 

the  eye,  was  held  by  Empedocles,  the  Platonists, 
and  Stoics,  and  was  adopted  also  by  Alexander  the  Aphrodisian,  by 
Euclid,  Ptolemy,  Galen,  and  Alchindus.1  This  opinion,  as  held  by 
these  philosophers,  was  limited ;  and,  though  erroneous,  is  not  to  be 
viewed  as  irrational.  But  in  the  hands  of  Lord  Monboddo,  it  is 
carried  to  an  absurdity  which  leaves  even  Sergeant  far  behind. 
"The  mind,"  says  the  learned  author  of  Antient  Metaphysics^  "is 
not  where  the  body  is,  when  it  perceives  what  is  distant  from  the 
body,  either  in  time  or  place,  because  nothing  can  act  but  when  and 
where  it  is.  Now  the  mind  acts  when  it  perceives.  The  mind, 
therefore,  of  every  animal  who  has  memory  or  imagination,  acts, 
and,  by  consequence,  exists,  when  and  where  the  body  is  not ;  for  it 
perceives  objects  distant  from  the  body,  both  in  time  and  place."3 
The  third  mode  is  apparently  that  adopted  by  Reid  and  Stewart, 
who  hold,  that  the  mind  has  an  immediate 
M^stet1^1*  *"*  knowledSe  of  the  external  reality,  though  the 
subject  and  object  may  not  be  present  to  each 
other;  and,  though  this  be  not  explicitly  or  obtrusively  stated,  that 
the  mind  obtains  this  immediate  knowledge  through  the  agency  of 
God.  Dr.  Reid's  doctrine  of  perception  is  thus  summed  up  by  Mr. 
Stewart:  "To  what  then,  it  may  be  asked,  does  this  statement 
amount  ?  Merely  to  this :  that  the  mind  is  so  formed  that  certain 
impressions  produced  on  our  organs  of  sense  by  external  objects,  are 
followed  by  correspondent  sensations  and  that  these  sensations, 
(which  have  no  more  resemblance  to  the  qualities  of  matter  than  the 
words  of  a  language  have  to  the  things  they  denote),  are  followed 
by  a  perception  of  the  existence  and  qualities  of  the  bodies,  by  which 
the  impressions  are  made;  that  all  the  steps  of  this  process  are 
equally  incomprehensible ;  and  that,  for  anything  we  can  prove  to 
the  contrary,  the  connection  between  the  sensation  and  the  percep- 
tion, as  well  as  that  between  the  impression  and  the  sensation,  may 
be  both  arbitrary ;  that  it  is  therefore  by  no  means  impossible,  that 
our  sensations  may  be  merely  the  occasions  on  which  the  corres- 
pondent perceptions  are  excited ;  and  that,  at  any  rate,  the  consid- 
eration of  these  sensations,  which  are  attributes  of  mind,  can  throw 

1  See  above,  lect.  xxi.  p.  290.  —  Ed. 

*  BeeAntient  Mttaphynet,  vol.  ii.  p.  806,  and  above,  lect.  zxi.  p.  291.  —  Ed. 
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no  light  on  the  manner  in  which  we  acquire  oar  knowledge  of  the 
existence  and  qualities  of  body.    From  this  view  of  the  subject  it 
follows,  that  it  is  the  external  objects  themselves,  and  not  any  spe- 
cies or  images  of  the  objects,  that  the  mind  perceives;  and  that, 
although,  by  the  constitution  of  our  nature,  certain  sensations  are 
rendered  the  constant  antecedents  of  our  perceptions,  yet  it  is  just  as 
difficult  to  explain  how  our  perceptions  are  obtained  by  their  means, 
as  it  would  be  upon  the  supposition  that  the  mind  were  all  at  once 
inspired  with  them,  without  any  concomitant  sensations  whatever." l 
This  statement,  when  illustrated  by  the  doctrine  of  these  philoso- 
phers in  regard  to  the  distinctions  of  Efficient 
Their  opinion  almost      ^fl  Physical  Causes,  might  be  almost  identified 
trine   o^Oocasionai      vr^1  tne  Cartesian  doctrine  of  Occasional  Cau- 
ses.  According  to  Reid  and  Stewart,* — and  the 


opinion  has  been  more  explicitly  asserted  by  the 
latter,  —  there  is  no  really  efficient  cause  in  nature  but  one,  viz.,  the 
Deity.  What  are  called  physical  causes  and  effects  being  antece- 
dents and  consequents,  but  not  in  virtue  of  any  mutual  and  neces- 
sary dependence ;  —  the  only  efficient  being  God,  who,  on  occasion 
of  the  antecedent,  which  is  called  the  physical  cause,  produces  the 
consequent,  which  is  called  the  physical  effect.  So  in  the  case  of 
perception ;  the  cognition  of  the  external  object  is  not,  or  may  not 
be,  a  consequence  of  the  immediate  and  natural  relation  of  that 
object  to  the  mind,  but  of  the  agency  of  God,  who,  as  it  were, 
reveals  the  outer  existence  to  our  perception.  A  similar  doctrine  is 
held  by  a  great  German  philosopher,  Frederick  Henry  Jacobi.* 
To  this  opinion  many  objections  occur.    In  the  first  place,  so  far 

is  it  from  being,  as  Mr.  Stewart  affirms,  a  plain 

And  exposed  to      statement  of  the  facts,  apart  from  all  hypothesis, 

many  objections.  it  ^  manife8tiy  hypothetical.     In  the  second 

1.  Hypothetical.  ,  ,        ,  ,       .  , 

2.  Myrticai.  place,  the  hypothesis  assumes  an  occult  prm- 
&  HyperphyaieaL         ciple ;  —  it  is  mystical.    In  the  third  place,  the 

hypothesis    is    hyperphysical,  —  calling   in  the 
proximate  assistance  of  the  Deity,  while  the  necessity  of  such  inter- 
vention is  not  established.    In  the  fourth  place, 

4.  Goee  to  frustrate        jt        ^  eyen  fftr  %(>  fru^,^  tne  whole  doctrine 
a  doctrine  of  intuitive  ° 

Perception.  °*  tne  two  philosophers  in  regard  to  perception, 

as  a  doctrine  of  intuition.     For  if  God  has  be- 
stowed on  me  the  faculty  of  immediately  perceiving  the  external 

1  Stewart's  Works,  vol.  11.  pp.  Ill,  112.  8  David  Hume,  fiber  den  Qlauben,  Werke,  H. 

S  Reid,  Intellectual  Powers,  Sway  U.  o.  vi.;  p.  166;  Vber  die  hehre  des  Spinoza,  Werke,  iv. 

Active  Powers,  Essay  1.  o.  v.  vi. :  Enay  It.  o.  11.  p.  211.    Quoted  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Reid's 

111.    Stewart,  Elements,  vol.  1.  o.  1.  {  2;  vol.  ii.  Works,p.  796.— Ed. 
e.  iv.  f  1.— Ed. 
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object,  there  is  no  need  to  suppose  the  necessity  of  an  immediate 
intervention  of  the  Deity  to  make  that  act  effectual ;  and  if,  on  the 
contrary,  the  perception  I  have  of  the  reality  is  only  excited  by  the 
agency  of  God,  then  I  can  hardly  be  held  to  know  that  reality, 
immediately  and  in  itself  but  only  mediately,  through  the  notion 
of  it  determined  in  my  mind. 

Let  us  try,  then,  whether  it  be  impossible,  not  to  explain  (for  that 
it  would  be  ridiculous  to  dream  of  attempting), 

The  possibility  of  an  but  to  render  intelligible  the  possibility  of  an 
immediate  perception      immediate  perception  of  external  objects :  with- 

of  external  objects  in-  ,  .  ^    .-         -  ,.         - 

^jj  lble  out  assuming  any  of  the  three  preceding  hy- 

potheses, and  without   postulating  aught  that 
can  fairly  be  refused. 
Now  in  the  first  place,  there  is  no  good  ground  to  suppose,  that 
the  mind  is  situate  solely  in  the  brain,  or  ex- 
l.  No  ground  to  rap-      clusively  in  any  one  part  of  the  body.      On  the 
pose  that  the  mind  is      oontrary  the  supposition  that  it  is  really  present 

situated  solely  in  any  J1  rr  .    •  *   r     . 

one  part  of  the  body.        where  ver  we  are  conscious  that  it  acts, — m  a 

word,  the  Peripatetic  aphorism,  the  soul  is  all 

in  the  whole  and  all  in  every  part,1  —  is  more  philosophical,  and, 

consequently,  more  probable  than  any  other  opinion.    It  has  not 

been  always  noticed,  even  by  those  who  deem  themselves  the  chosen 

champions  of  the  immateriality  of  mind,  that  we 

We  materialize  mind      materialize  mind  when  we  attribute  to  it  the 

in  attributing  to  it  the  , 

relations  of  matter.  relations  of  matter.     Thus,  we  cannot  attribute 

a  local  seat  to  the  soul,  without  clothing  it  with 
the  properties  of  extension  and  place,  and  those  who  suppose  this 
seat  to  be  but  a  point,  only  aggravate  the  difficulty.  Admitting  the 
spirituality  of  mind,  all  that  we  know  of  the  relation  of  soul  and 
body  is,  that  the  former  is  connected  with  the  latter  in  a  way  of 
which  we  are  wholly  ignorant ;  and  that  it  holds  relations,  different 
both  in  degree  and  kind,  with  different  parts  of  the  organism.  We 
have  no  right,  however,  to  say  that  it  is  limited  to  any  one  part  of 
the  organism ;  for  even  if  we  admit  that  the  nervous  system  is  the 
part  to  which  it  is  proximately  united,  still  the  nervous  system  is 
itself  universally  ramified  throughout  the  body ;  and  we  have  no 
more  right  to  deny  that  the  mind  feels  at  the  finger-points,  as  con- 
sciousness assures  us,  than  to  assert  that  it  thinks  exclusively  in  the 
brain.  The  sum  of  our  knowledge  of  the  connection  of  mind  and 
body  is,  therefore,  this,  —  that  the  mental  modifications  are  depen- 

1  Arist.  (U  Anima  L  6, 81 ;  'E*  Uaxip*  r&v  spatium  loci,  Bed  in  unoquoque  corpora  et  in 

tioplv*  &rarr>  ivwdpx*  T*  ptpukvis  ^xti*-  tot0  tot*  <**'  et  in  °-ualib€t  ^w  P"*  tota 

,\-« mstiii, De  TWiwtote,  vi. 6:  "  ideo  simplicior  est."    See  above,leot  xx.  p.  271,  note  11. — 

e*t  corpora,  quia  won  mole  difiunditur  per  Ed. 
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dent  on  certain  corporeal  conditions ;  bat  of  the  nature  of  these 

condition*)  we  know  nothing.    For  example,  we 

Sum  of  our  knowi-      know,  by  experience,  that  the  mind  perceives 

edge  of  the  connection  ,  .  «  -. 

of  mind  and  body.  only  through  certain  organs  of  sense,  and  that, 

through  these  different  organs,  it  perceives  in  a 

different  manner.    But  whether  the  senses  be  instruments,  whether 

they  be  media,  or  whether  they  be  only  partial  outlets  to  the  mind 

incarcerated  in  the  body,  —  on  all  this  we  can  only  theorize  and  con* 

jectnre.    We  have  no  reason  whatever  to  believe,  contrary  to  the 

testimony  of  consciousness,  that  there  is  an  action  or  affection  of 

the  bodily  sense  previous  to  the  mental  perception ;  or  that  the 

mind  only  perceives  in  the  head,  in  consequence  of  the  impression 

on  the  organ.    On  the  other  hand,  we  have  no  reason  whatever  to 

doubt  the  report  of  consciousness,  that  we  actu- 

What  fa  meant  by      aU    perceive  at  the  external  point  of  sensation, 

perceiving  the  material  "1     ,  ,  .it.  -m 

reallty?  and  that  we  perceive  the  material  reality.    But 

what  is  meant  by  perceiving  the  material  reality  ? 
In  the  first  place,  it  does  not  mean  that  we  perceive,  the  material 
reality  absolutely  and  in  itself,  that  is,  out  of 
The  total  and  real      relation   to  our  organs  and  faculties;  on  the 
what  °  P  0n'      contrary,  the  total  and  real  object  of  percep- 

tion is  the  external  object  under  relation  to  our 
sense  and  faculty  of  cognition.  But  though  thus  relative  to  us, 
the  object  is  still  no  representation,  —  no  modification  of  the  ego. 
It  is  the  non-ego, — the  non-ego  modified,  and  relative,  it  may  be, 
but  still  the  non-ego.  I  formerly  illustrated  this  to  you  by  a  sup- 
position. Suppose  that  the  total  object  of  consciousness  in  percep- 
tion is  =  12 ;  and  suppose  that  the  external  reality  contributes  6, 
the  material  sense  3,  and  the  mind  3; — this  may  enable  you  to 
form  some  rude  conjecture  of  the  nature  of  the  object  of  percep- 
tion.1 

But,  in  the  second  place,  what  is  meant  by  the  external  object 

perceived?     Nothing  can  be  conceived  more 

wnat  fa  meant  by      ridiculous  than  the  opinion  of  philosophers  in 

the     external    object  ,   A       .  .         ,,  x        .      ./_         , 

perceived?  regard  to  this.    ±  or  example,  it  has  been  curi- 

ously held  (and  Reid  is  no  exception),  that  in 
looking  at  the  sun,  moon,  or  any  other  object  of  sight,  we  are,  on 
the  one  doctrine,  actually  conscious  of  these  distant  objects ;  or, 
on  the  other,  that  these  distant  objects  are  those  really  represented 
in  the  mind.  Nothing  can  be  more  absurd :  we  perceive,  through 
no  sense,  aught  external  but  what  is  in  immediate  relation  and  in 
immediate  contact  with  its  organ ;  and  that  is  true  which  Demo 

1  See  above,  leet  viii.  p.  108. —Ed. 
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critus  of  old  asserted,  that  all  our  senses  are  only  modifications  of 
touch.1  Through  the  eye  we  perceive  nothing  hut  the  rays  of 
light  in  relation  to,  and  in  contact  with,  the  retina;  what  we  add 
to  this  perception  must  not  he  taken  into  account.  The  same  is 
true  of  the  other  senses.  Now,  what  is  there 
Nothing  especially  monstrous  or  inconceivable  in  this  doctrine  of 
inconceivable  in  the  immediate    perception?     The    objects  are 

doctrine  of  an  imme-  r         r  j 

diate  perception.  neither  carried  into  the  mind,  nor  the  mind 

made  to  sally  out  to  them ;  nor  do  we  require 
a  miracle  to  justify  its  possibility.    In  feet,  the  consciousness  of 
external  objects,  on  this  doctrine,  is  not  more  inconceivable  than 
the  consciousness  of  species  or  ideas  on  the  doctrine  of  the  school- 
men, Malebranche,  or  Berkeley.    In  either  case,  there  is  a  con- 
sciousness of  the  non-ego,  and,  in  either  case,  the  ego  and  non-ego 
are  in  intimate  relation.    There  is,  in  fact,  on  this  hypothesis,  no 
greater  marvel,  that  the  mind  should  be  cognizant  of  the  external 
reality,  than  that  it  should  be  connected  with  a  body  at  all.    The 
latter  being  the  case,  the  former  is  not  even  improbable ;  all  inex- 
plicable as  both  equally  remain.    "We  are  unable,"  says  Pascal, 
"to  conceive  what  is  mind;  we  are  unable  to  conceive  what  is 
matter;  still  less  are  we  able  to  conceive  how  these  are  united;  — 
yet  this  is  our  proper  nature."9    So  much  in  refutation  of  the  third 
ground  of  difficulty  to  the  doctrine  of  an  immediate  perception. 
The  fourth  ground  of  rejection  is  that  of  Hume.    It  is  alleged 
by  him.  in  the  sequel  of  the  paragraph  of  which 
The  fourth  ground      j  ^ave  a^ady  quoted  to  you  the  commence- 
Hume  quoted.  ment :  "  This  universal  and  primary  opinion  of 

all  men  is  soon  destroyed  by  the  slightest  phi- 
losophy, which  teaches  us,  that  nothing  can  ever  be  present  to  the 
mind  but  an  image  or  perception,  and  that  the  senses  are  only  the 
inlets,  through  which  these  images  are  conveyed,  without  being 
ever  able  to  produce  any  immediate  intercourse  between  the  mind 
and  the  object.  The  table  which  we  see,  seems  to  diminish,  as  we 
remove  farther  from  it :  but  the  real  table  which  exists  independent 
of  us  suffers  no  alteration :  it  was,  therefore,  nothing  but  its  image, 
which  was  present  to  the  mind.  These  are  the  obvious  dictates  of 
reason ;  and  no  man,  who  reflects,  ever  doubted  that  the  existence* 
which  we  consider,  when  we  say  this  house,  and  that  tree,  are  noth- 
ing but  perceptions  in  the  mind,  and  fleeting  copies  or  representa- 
tions of  other  existence^  which  remain  uniform  and  independent."8 

1  See  below,  lect.  xxvii.  p.  374.  —  Ed.  8  Enquiry  concerning  Human  Understanding, 

S  Pensies  [partie  i.  art  vi.  26;  vol  ii  p.  74,      sect.  xii.    [Of  the  Academical  or  Skeptical  Pki- 
edit.  Fangera. — Ed.]  lo*opky,  p.  887, 868,  edit.  1768. — Ed.] 
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This  objection  to  the  veracity  of  consciousness  will  not  occasion 

us  much  trouble.    Its  refutation  is,  in  fact,  con- 

Procee*  on  a  mte-      tained  in  the  very  statement  of  the  real  ex- 
take  of  what  the  ob-  .      ,  .  .     J  _,  ,    . 

ject  in  peweption  fa.  ternal  obJect  of  perception.  The  whole  argu- 
ment consists  in  a  mistake  of  what  that  object 
is.  That  a  thing,  viewed  close  to  the  eye,  should  appear  larger  and 
differently  figured,  than  when  seen  at  a  distance,  and  that,  at  too 
great  a  distance,  it  should  even  become  for  us  invisible  altogether ; 
— this  only  shows  that  what  changes  the  real  object  of  sight, — the 
reflected  rays  in  contact  with  the  eye,  —  also  changes,  as  it  ought 
to  change,  our  perception  of  such  object.  This  ground  of  diffi- 
culty could  be  refuted  through  the  whole  senses ;  but  its  weight  is 
not  sufficient  to  entitle  it  to  any  further  consideration.1 

The  fifth  ground  on  which  the  necessity  of  substituting  a  repre- 
sentative for  an  intuitive  perception  has  been 
The  fifth  ground  of      mailltained    fc  that  of  Fichte.2    It  asserts  that 

rejection.  7 

the  nature  of  the  ego,  as  an  intelligence  en- 
dowed with  will,  makes  it  absolutely  necessary,  that,  of  all  external 
objects  of  perception,  there  should  be  representative  modifications 
in  the  mind.  For  as  the  ego  itself  is  that  which  wills ;  therefore, 
in  so  far  as  the  will  tends  toward  objects,  these  must  lie  within 
the  ego.  An  external  reality  cannot  lie  within  the  ego;  there 
must,  therefore,  be  supposed,  within  the  mind,  a  representation 
of  this  reality  different  from  the  reality  itself. 

This  fifth  argument  involves  sundry  vices,  and  is  not  of  greater 

value  than  the  four  preceding, 
involves    sundry  In  the  first  place,  it  proceeds  on  the  assertion, 

Tiees-  that  the  objects  on  which  the  will  is  directed, 

l.  Asserts  that  the  j.    within  the  willing  ego  itself.    But  how 

objects  on  which  the  s     fo 

will  is  directed  must      is  this  assertion  proved  ?     That  the  will  can 
lie  within  the  ego.  only  tend  toward  those  things  of  which  the 

ego  has  itself  a  knowledge,  is  undoubtedly  true. 
But  from  this  it  does  not  follow,  that  the  object  to  which  the 
knowledge  is  relative,  must,  at  the  same  time,  be  present  with  it 
in  the  ego ;  but  if  there  be  a  perceptive  cognition,  that  is,  a  con- 
sciousness of  some  object  external  to  the  ego,  this  perception  is 
competent  to  excite,  and  to  direct,  the  will,  notwithstanding  that 
its  object  lies  without  the  ego.  That,  therefore,  no  immediate 
knowledge  of  external  objects  is  possible,  and  that  consciousness 


1  Vide  Schulze,  Anthropologic,  Jl.  49.  813  et  *eq. ;  and  his  B^gtimmtmg  det  Mcnoehen. 

t  See  especially  his  Grundlng*  iter gesammten       Werkt%  ii.  p.  217  it  seq.  — £d. 
msutudutfUUhre,  |$  4,  10.     Wtrke,  I  pp.  134, 
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is  exclusively  limited  to  the  ego,  is  not  evinced,  by  this  argument 
of  Fichte,  but  simply  assumed. 
In  the  second  place,  this  argument  is  faulty,  in  that  it  takes  no 
account  of  the  difference  between  those  cogni- 

2.  Mesne  account        ^^  wWch    Ue   &t  ^   rQot  Qf  the   energiefl  of 
of  the  difference  be- 

tween  cognitions.  will>  and  &*  other  kinds  of  knowledge.    Thus, 

our  will  never  tends  to  what  is  present,— to 
what  we  possess,  and  immediately  cognize ;  but  is  always  directed 
on  the  future,  and  is  concerned  either  with  the  continuance  of  those 
states  of  the  ego,  which  are  already  in  existence,  or  with  the  pro- 
duction of  wholly  novel  states.  But  the  future  cannot  be  intui- 
tively, immediately,  perceived,  but  only  represented  and  mediately 
conceived.  That  a  mediate  cognition  is  necessary,  as  the  condition 
of  an  act  of  will,— this  does  not  prove,  that  every  cognition  must 
be  mediate.1 

We  have  thus  found  by  an  examination  of  the  various  grounds 

on  which  it  has  been  attempted  to  establish 

These  grounds  of  re-      ^  nece8gitv  0f  rejecting  the  testimony  of  con- 

Jection  are  thus,  one  .  '        -        .        .  .  .  ~     , 

and  an,  incompetent.  sciousness  to  the  intuitive  perception  of  the 
external  world,  that  these  grounds  are,  one  and 
all,  incompetent.  I  shall  proceed  in  my  next  Lecture  to  the 
second  section  of  the  discussion,  —  to  consider  the  nature  of  the 
hypothesis  of  Representation  or  Cosmothetic  Idealism,  by  which  it 
is  proposed  to  replace  the  fact  of  consciousness,  and  the  doctrine  of 
Natural  Realism  ;  and  shall  show  you  that  this  hypothesis,  though, 
under  various  modifications,  adopted  in  almost  every  system  of 
philosophy,  fulfils  none  of  the  conditions  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis. 

lVldeSohulze,AisAng«^lJi.p.&    [Cf.  «  68,  third  edit—  Ed.] 


LECTURE    XXVI. 

THE  PRESENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

I.  —  PERCEPTION. -— THE    REPRESENTATIVE   HYPOTHESIS. 

No  opinion  has  perhaps  been  so  universally  adopted  in  the  vari- 
ous schools  of  philosophy,  and  more  especially 
p  "  of  modern  philosophy,  as  the  doctrine  of  a  Rep- 

resentative Perception ;  and,  in  our  last  Lecture,  I  was  engaged  in 
considering  the  grounds  on  which  this  doctrine  reposes.  The 
order  of  the  discussion  was  determined  by  the  order  of  the  subject. 
It  is  manifest,  that,  in  rejecting  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to 
our  immediate  knowledge  of  the  non-ego,  the  philosophers  were 
bound  to  evince  the  absolute  necessity  of  their  rejection ;  and,  in 
the  second  place,  in  substituting  an  hypothesis  in  the  room  of  the 
rejected  fact,  they  were  bound  to  substitute  a  legitimate  hypothesis, 
that  is,  one  which  does  not  violate  the  laws  under  which  an  hypoth- 
esis can  be  rationally  proposed.  I  stated,  therefore,  that  I  should 
divide  the  criticism  of  their  doctrine  into  two  sections :  that,  in  the 
former,"!"  should  state  the  reasons  which  have  persuaded  philoso- 
phers of  the  impossibility  of  acquiescing  in  the  evidence  of  con- 
sciousness, endeavoring  at  the  same  time  to  show  that  these  reasons 
afford  no  warrant  to  the  conclusion  which  they  are  supposed  even 
to  necessitate ;  and,  in  the  latter,  attempt  to  prove,  that  the  hypoth- 
esis proposed  by  philosophers  in  lieu  of  the  fact  of  consciousness, 
does  not  fulfil  the  conditions  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis,  and  is, 
therefore,  not  only  unnecessary,  but  inadmissible.  The  first  of  these 
sections  terminated  the  Lecture.  I  stated  that  there  are  in  all  five 
grounds,  on  which  philosophers  have  deemed  themselves  compelled 
to  reject  the  fact  of  our  immediate  consciousness 
th^^t^Ir*/*  °^  non-ego  in  perception,  and  to  place  phi- 
Beprwentmtive  Per-  losophy  in  contradiction  to  the  common  sense  of 
oeption.    it  Yioiatea      mankind.    The  grounds  I  considered  in  detail, 

all  the  condition*  of  a        ^  gave  you  80me  Qf  the   more  manife8t  rea- 

**  ™        '       sons  which  went  to   prove  their  insufficiency. 

This  discussion  I  shall  not  attempt  to  recapitulate ;  and  now  proceed 
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to  the  second  section  of  the  subject, — to  consider  the  hypothesis  of 
a  Representative  Perception,  by  which  it  is  proposed  to  replace  the 
fact  of  consciousness  which  testifies  to  our  immediate  perception  of 
the  external  world.  On  the  hypothesis,  the  doctrine  of  Cosmo-1 
thetic  Idealism  is  established :  on  the  fact,  the  doctrine  of  Natural 
Dualism. 

1In  the  first  place,  from  the  grounds  on  which  the  cosmothetio 

„     _        m    .  idealist  would  vindicate  the  necessity  of  his 

Condition*  of  a  le- 

gitimatebypotiMste.--  rejection  of  the   datum  of  consciousness,  the 

First,— That  it  be  nee-  hypothesis  itself  is  unnecessary.     The  exaniina- 

euary.  The  hypothe-  ^on  Qf  these  grounds  proves,  that  the  fact  of 

sis  in  question  unneo-  .      *  ,  ., , 

consciousness  is  not  shown  to  be  impossible. 


So  far,  therefore,  there  is  no  necessity  made  out 
for  its  rejection.  But  it  is  said  the  fact  of  consciousness  is  inexpli- 
cable ;  we  cannot  understand  how  the  immediate  perception  of  an 
external  object  is  possible :  whereas  the  hypothesis  of  representation 
enables  us  to  comprehend  and  explain  the  phenomenon,  and  is, 
therefore,  if  not  absolutely  necessary,  at  least  entitled  to  favor  and 
preference.  But  even  on  this  lower, — this  precarious  ground,  the 
hypothesis  is  absolutely  unnecessary.  That,  on  the  incomprehensi- 
bility of  the  fact  of  consciousness,  it  is  allowable  to  displace  the 
feet  by  an  hypothesis,  is  of  all  absurdities  the  greatest.  As  a  fact, 
—  an  ultimate  fact  of  consciousness,  it  must  be  incomprehensible; 
and  were  it  comprehensible,  that  is,  did  we  know  it  in  its  causes,  — 
did  we  know  it  as  contained  in  some  higher  notion,  —  it  would  not 
be  a  primary  fact  of  consciousness, — it  would  not  be  an  ultimate 
datum  of  intelligence.  Every  how  (Sum)  rests  ultimately  on*  a  that 
(ori),  every  demonstration  is  deduced  from  something  given  and 
indemonstrable;  all  that  is  comprehensible  hangs  from  some 
revealed9  fact,  which  we  must  believe  as  actual,  but  cannot  construe 
to  the  reflective  intellect  in  its  possibility.  In  consciousness,  in  the 
original  spontaneity  of  intelligence  (povs,  locus  prindpiarum),  are 
revealed  the  primordial  facts  of  our  intelligent  nature. 

But  the  cosmothetic  idealist  has  no  right  to  ask  the  natural  realist 
for  an  explanation  of  the  feet  of  consciousness ;  supposing  even  that 
his  own  hypothesis  were  in  itself  both  clear  and  probable, — suppos- 
ing that  the  consciousness  of  self  were  intelligible,  and  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  not-self  the  reverse.  For,  on  this  supposition,  the 
intelligible  consciousness  of  self  could  not  be  an  ultimate  feet,  but 

l  8ee  Discussions,  p.  68.  the  foot;  of  the  feet  which  must  be  believed, 

*  [This  expression  is  not  meant  to  imply  though  it  connot  be  understood,  cannot  be 

anything  hyperphyfical.    It  is  need  to  denote  explained.]    Ducacuioiu,  p.  68,  note.— Ed. 

the  ultimate  and  incomprehensible  nature  of 


Lkct.  XXVL  metaphysics.  868 

must  be  comprehended  through  a  higher  cognition,  —  a  higher  con- 
sciousness, which  would  again  be  itself  either  comprehensible  or 
not.  If  comprehensible,  this  would  of  course  require  a  still  higher 
cognition,  and  so  on  till  we  arrive  at  some  datum  of  intelligence, 
which,  as  highest,  we  could  not  understand  through  a  higher ;  so 
that,  at  best,  the  hypothesis  of  representation,  proposed  in  place  of 
the  fact  of  consciousness,  only  removes  the  difficulty  by  one  or  two 
steps.  The  end  to  be  gained  is  thus  of  no  value ;  and,  for  this  end, 
as  we  have  seen  and  shall  see,  there  would  be  sacrificed  the  possi- 
bility of  philosophy  as  a  rational  knowledge  altogether ;  and,  in  the 
possibility  of  philosophy,  of  course,  the  possibility  of  the  very 
hypothesis  itself. 

But  is  the  hypothesis  really  in  itself  a  whit  more  intelligible 
than  the  fact  which  it  displaces  ?    The  reverse 

The  hypothesis  aot      is  true.    What  does  the  hypothesis  suppose  ? 

th^ftct  hi  hVdfc!  ^  BUPPoses  tnat  tne  mm&  can  represent  that 
places,  of  which  it  knows  nothing,  —  that  of  which  it 

is  ignorant.  Is  this  more  comprehensible  than 
the  simple  fact,  that  the  mind  immediately  knows  what  is  different 
from  itself,  and  what  is  really  an  affection  of  the  bodily  organism  ? 
It  seems,  in  truth,  not  only  incomprehensible,  but  contradictory. 
The  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception  thus  violates  the 
first  condition  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis,  —  it  is  unnecessary;  — 
nay,  not  only  unnecessary,  it  cannot  do  what  it  professes,  —  it 
explains  nothing,  it  renders  nothing  comprehensible. 
The  second  condition  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis  is,  that  it  shall 

not  subvert  that  which  it  is  devised  to  explain ; 
Second,-Tb»t  the      —that  it  shall  not  explode  the  system  of  which 

.^^"whLh  u  h  forms  a  Part;  But  this>  the  hypothesis  in 
is  devised  to  explain.  question  does ;  it  annihilates  itself  in  the  de- 
struction of  the  whole  edifice  of  knowledge. 
Belying  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to  our  immediate  percep- 
tion of  an  outer  world,  it  belies  the  veracity  of  consciousness  alto- 
gether; and  the  truth  of  consciousness  is  the  condition  of  the 
possibility  of  all  knowledge. 

The  third  condition  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis,  is,  that  the  fact 

or  facts,  in  explanation  of  which  it  is  devised, 

Third, —That  the      be  ascertained  really  to  exist,  and  be  not  them- 

fect  or  fects  in  ex-      flelveg  hypothetical.    But  so  far  is  the  principal 

planatlon  of  which  It         -  ,  .,       ,       ,  ,      .  f 

is  devised  he  not  hy-  "^  which  the  hypothesis  of  a  representative 
pothetieai.  perception  is  proposed  to  explain,  from  being 

certain,  that  its  reality  is  even  rendered  prob- 
lematical by  the  proposed  explanation  itself.     The  facts  which  this 
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hypothesis  supposes  to  be  ascertained  and  established  are  two  — 
first,  the  fact  of  an  external  world  existing;  sec- 
Two  fkcto  supposed      ond,  the  fact  of  an  internal   world  knowing, 
by  the  hypothesis  m      Thege>  tne  hypothesis  take  for  granted.    For  it 

option  "tght^o      is  •*«*»  How  are  these  connected?— How  can 
be  explained  by  it.         the  internal  world  know  the  external  world 

existing?  And,  in  answer  to  this  problem,  the 
hypothesis  of  representation  is  advanced  as  explaining  the  mode  of 
their  correlation.  This  hypothesis  denies  the  immediate  connec- 
tion of  the  two  facts ;  it  denies  that  the  mind,  the  internal  world, 
can  be  immediately  cognizant  of  matter,  the  external;  and  between 
the  two  worlds  it  interpolates  a  representation  which  is  at  once  the 
object  known  by  mind,  and  as  known,  an  image  vicarious  or  repre- 
sentative of  matter,  ex  hypothesis  in  itself  unknown. 

But  mark  the  vice  of  the  procedure.    We  can  only,  1°,  Assert 

the  existence  of  an  external  world,  inasmuch 

The  procedure  ri-        ftg  we    know  ft  to  exJst .   an(J  we  can   only,   2°, 

Assert  that  one  thing  is  representative  of  another, 
inasmuch  as  the  thing  represented  is  known,  independently  of  the 
representation.  But  how  does  the  hypothesis  of  a  representative 
perception  proceed  ?  It  actually  converts  the  fact  into  an  hypoth- 
esis ;  actually  converts  the  hypothesis  into  a  fact.  On  this  theory, 
we  do  not  know  the  existence  of  an  external  world,  except  on  the 
supposition  that  that  which  we  do  know,  truly  represents  it  as 
existing.  The  hypothetical  realist  cannot,  therefore,  establish  the 
feet  of  the  external  world,  except  upon  the  fact  of  its  representa- 
tion. This  is  manifest.  We  have,  therefore,  next  to  ask  him,  how 
he  knows  the  fact,  that  the  external  world  is  actually  represented. 
A  representation  supposes  something  represented,  and  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  external  world  supposes  the  existence  of  that 
world.  Now,  the  hypothetical  realist,  when  asked  how  he  proves 
the  reality  of  the  outer  world,  which,  ex  hypothesis  he  does  not 
know,  can  only  say  that  he  infers  its  existence  from  the  fact  of  its 
representation.  But  the  fact  of  the  representation  of  an  external 
world  supposes  the  existence  of  that  world ;  therefore,  he  is  again 
at  the  point  from  which  he  started.  He  has  been  arguing  in  a 
circle.  There  is  thus  a  see-saw  between  the  hypothesis  and  the 
fact;  the  fact  is  assumed  as  an  hypothesis;  the  hypothesis  ex- 
plained as  a  fact;  each  is  established,  each  is  expounded,  by  the 
other.  To  account  for  the  possibility  of  an  unknown  external 
world,  the  hypothesis  of  representation  is  devised ;  and  to  account 
for  the  possibility  of  representation,  we  imagine  the  hypothesis 
of  an  external  world. 
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The  cosmothetio  idealist  thus  begs  the  fact  which  he  would 
explain.  And,  on  the  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception, 
it  is  admitted  by  the  philosophers  themselves  who  hold  it,  that  the 
descent  to  absolute  idealism  is  a  logical  precipice,  from  which  they 
can  alone  attempt  to  save  themselves  by  appealing  to  the  natural 
beliefs, — to  the  common-sense  of  mankind,  that  is  to  the  testimony 
of  that  very  consciousness  to  which  their  own  hypothesis  gives 
the  lie. 

In  the  fourth  place,  a  legitimate  hypothesis  must  save  the  phe- 
nomena which  it  is  invented  to  explain,  that  is, 

Fourth, —That  it  ft  must  account  for  them  adequately  and  with- 
TwthI  ?h',lome"      out  exclusion,  distortion,  or  mutilation.     But 

which  it  to  invented  '  ' 

to  explain.  the  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception 

proposes  to  accomplish  its  end  only  by  first 
destroying,  and  then  attempting  to  recreate,  the  phenomena,  for 
the  fact  of  which  it  should,  as  a  legitimate  hypothesis,  only  afford 
a  reason.  The  total,  the  entire  phenomenon  to  be  explained,  is 
the  phenomenon  given  in  consciousness  of  the  immediate  knowl- 
edge by  me,  or  mind,  of  an  existence  different  from  me,  or  mind. 
This  phenomenon,  however,  the  hypothesis  in 
The  hypothesia  in  question  does  not  preserve  entire.  On  the  con- 
question  sunder,  and      t         .   hewg  .    ^to  two ;  —  into  the  immediate 

subverts  the  phaenom-  J  7  7 

enon  to  be  explained.  knowledge  by  me,  and  into  the  existence  of 
something  different  from  me ;  —  or  more  briefly, 
into  the  intuition  and  the  existence.  It  separates,  in  its  explana- 
tion, what  is  given  it  to  explain  as  united.  This  procedure  is,  at 
best,  monstrous ;  but  this  is  not  the  worst.  The  entire  phenome- 
non being  cut  in  two,  you  will  observe  how  the  fragments  are. 
treated.  The  existence  of  the  non-ego,  —  the  one  fragment,  it 
admits;  its  intuition,  its  immediate  cognition  by  the  ego, — the 
other  fragment,  it  disallows.  Now  mark  what  is  the  character  of 
this  proceeding.  The  former  fragment  of  the  phenomenon,  —  the 
fragment  admitted,  to  us  exists  only  through  the  other  fragment 
which  is  rejected.  The  existence  of  an  external  world  is  only 
given  us  through  its  intuition,  —  we  only  believe  it  to  exist  because 
we  believe  that  we  immediately  know  it  to  exist,  or  are  conscious 
of  it  as  existing.  The  intuition  is  the  ratio  cogno8cendi>  and, 
therefore,  to  us  the  ratio  essentia  of  a  material  universe.  Prove 
to  me  that  I  am  wrong  in  regard  to  my  intuition  of  an  outer 
world,  and  I  will  grant  at  once,  that  I  have  no  ground  for  suppos- 
ing I  am  right  in  regard  to  the  existence  of  that  world.  To  anni- 
hilate the  intuition  is  to  annihilate  what  is  prior  and  constitutive 
in  the  phenomenon;  and  to  annihilate  what  is  prior  and  consti- 
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tutive  in  the  pharaomenon,  is  to  annihilate  the  phienomenon  alto- 
gether. The  existence  of  a  material  world  is  no  longer,  therefore, 
even  a  truncated,  even  a  fractional,  fact  of  consciousness ;  for  the 
fact  of  the  existence  of  a  material  world,  given  in  consciousness, 
necessarily  vanished  with  the  fact  of  the  intuition  on  which  it 
rested.  The  absurdity  is  about  the  same  as  if  we  should  attempt 
to  explain  the  existence  of  color,  on  an  hypothesis  which  denied 
the  existence  of  extension.  A  representative  perception  is  thus 
an  hypothetical  explanation  of  a  supposititious  feet ;  it  creates  the 
nature  it  interprets.1 

In  the  fifth  place,  the  fact  which  a  legitimate  hypothesis  explains, 

must  be  within  the  sphere  of  experience ;  but 

Fifth,— That  the  mot      the  fact  of  an  external  world,  for  which  the 

to  be  explained  lie      cosmothetio  idealist  would  account,  transcends, 

within  the  sphere  of  ,  . 

experience.  ex  hypotfiesx^  all  experience,  being  unknown  m 

itself,  and  a  mere  hyperphysical  assumption. 
In  the  sixth  place,  an  hypothesis  is  probable  in  proportion  as  it 
works  simply  and  naturally ;  that  is,  in  propor- 

eafaXtt'7b^stalyiPOth"  t*on  ^  ^  *s  dependent  on  no  subsidiary  hypothe- 
sis, —  as  it  involves  nothing  petitory,  occult, 
supernatural,  as  part  and  parcel  of  its  explanation.  In  this  respect, 
the  doctrine  of  a  representative  perception  is  not  less  vicious  than 
in  others;  to  explain  at  all,  it  must  not  only  postulate  subsidiary 
"hypotheses,  but  subsidiary  miracles.  The  doctrine  in  question 
attempts  to  explain  the  knowledge  of  an  unknown  world,  by  the 
ratio  of  a  representative  perception :  but  it  is  impossible  by  any 
conceivable  relation,  to  apply  the  ratio  to  the  facts.  The  mental 
modification,  of  which,  on  the  doctrine  of  representation,  we  are 
exclusively  conscious  in  perception,  either  represents  a  real  external 
world,  or  it  does  not.  The  latter  is  a  confession  of  absolute  ideal- 
ism ;  we  have,  therefore,  only  to  consider  the  former. 

The  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception  supposes,  that  the 
mind  does  not  know  the  external  world,  which  it  represents ;  for 


1  [With  the  hypothetical  realist  or  cosmo-  the  problem  does  not  exist;  and  Mr.  8tewart 

tbetto  idealist,  it  has  been  a  pnzzling  problem  appears  to  me  to  have  misunderstood   the 

to  resolve  how,  on  their  doctrine  of  a  repre-  conditions  of  his  own  doctrine,  or  rather  not 

sentative  perception,  the  mind  can  attain  the  to  hare  formed  a  very  clear  conception  of 

notion  of  externality,  or  outness,  far  more  an  intuitive  perception,  when  he  endeavors 

be  impressed  with  the  invincible  belief  of  the  to  explain,  by  inference  and  hypothesis,  a 

reality,  and  known  reality,  of  an  external  knowledge  and  belief  in  the  outness  of  the 

world.    Their  attempts  at  this  solution,  are  objects  of  sense,  and  when  he  denies  the 

as  unsatisfactory  as  they  are  operose.     On  reality  of  our  sensations  at  the  points  where 

the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive  perception,  all  we  are  conscious  that  they  are  ]  [See  Stewart, 

this  is  given  in  the  met  of  an  immediate  Phil.  Essays,  Works,  v.  101  et  teq.  —Ed. J 
knowledge  of  the  non-ego.    To  us,  therefore, 
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this  hypothesis  is  expressly  devised  only  on  the  supposed  impos- 
sibility of  an  immediate  knowledge  of  aught 
The  hypothesis  of      different  from,  and  external  to,  the  mind.    The 
"TdetT^^irtiW       PerciPient  mind  must>  therefore,  be,  somehow 
try  hypothec.  or  other,  determined  to  represent  the  reality  of 

which  it  is  ignorant.  Now,  here  one  of  two 
alternatives  is  necessary;  —  either  the  mind  blindly  determines 
itself  to  this  representation,  or  it  is  determined  to  it  by  some  intelli- 
gent and  knowing  cause,  different  from  itself  The  former  alterna- 
tive would  be  preferable,  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  more  simple,  and 
assumes  nothing  hyperphysical,  were  it  not  irrational,  as  wholly 
incompetent  to  account  for  the  phenomenon.  On  this  alternative, 
we  should  suppose,  that  the  mind  represented,  and  truly  repre- 
sented, that  of  whose  existence  and  qualities  it  knew  nothing.  A 
great  effect  is  here  assumed,  absolutely  without  a  cause;  for  we 
could  as  easily  conceive  the  external  world  springing  into  existence 
without  a  creator,  as  mind  representing  that  external  world  to  itself 
without  a  knowledge  of  that  which  it  represented.  The  manifest 
absurdity  of  this  first  alternative  has  accordingly  constrained  the 
profoundest  cosmothetic  idealists  to  call  in  supernatural  aid  by 
embracing  the  second.  To  say  nothing  of  less  illustrious  schemes, 
the  systems  of  Divine  Assistance,  of  a  Preestablished  Harmony, 
and  of  the  Vision  of  all  things  in  the  Deity,  are  only  so  many  sub- 
sidiary hypotheses ;  —  so  many  attempts  to  bridge,  by  supernatural 
machinery,  the  chasm  between  the  representation  and  the  reality, 
which  all  human  ingenuity  had  found,  by  natural  means,  to  be  insu- 
perable. The  hypothesis  of  a  representative  perception  thus  pre- 
supposes a  miracle  to  let  it  work.  Dr.  Brown  and  others,  indeed, 
reject,  as  unphilosophical,  these  hyperphysical  subsidiaries;  but 
they  only  saw  less  clearly  the  necessity  for  their  admission.  The 
rejection,  indeed,  is  another  inconsequence  added  to  their  doctrine. 
It  is  undoubtedly  true  that,  without  necessity,  it  is  unphilosophical 
to  assume  a  miracle,  but  it  is  doubly  unphilosophical  first  to  origi- 
nate this  necessity,  and  then  not  to  submit  to  it.  It  is  a  contemptible 
philosophy  that  eschews  the  Deus  ex  mackina,  and  yet  ties  the 
knot  which  can  only  be  loosed  by  his  interposition.  Nor  will  it 
here  do  for  the  cosmothetic  idealist  to  pretend  that  the  difficulty  is 
of  nature's,  not  of  his,  creation.  In  fact,  it  only  arises,  because  he 
has  closed  his  eyes  upon  the  light  of  nature,  and  refused  the  guid- 
ance of  consciousness:  but  having  swamped  himself  in  following 
the  ignis  fatuus  of  a  theory,  he  has  no  right  to  refer  its  private 
absurdities  to  the  imbecility  of  human  reason,  or  to  excuse  his 
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self-contracted  ignorance  by  the  narrow  limits  of  our  present  knowl- 
edge.1 

So  much  for  the  merits  of  the  hypothesis  of  a  Representative 
Perception,  —  an  hypothesis  which  begins  by  denying  the  veracity 
of  consciousness,  and  ends,  when  carried  to  its  legitimate  issue,  in 
absolute  idealism,  in  utter  skepticism.  This  hypothesis  has  been, 
and  is,  one  more  universally  prevalent  among  philosophers  than  any 
other ;  and  I  have  given  to  its  consideration  a  larger  share  of  atten- 
tion than  I  should  otherwise  have  done,  in  consequence  of  its  being 
one  great  source  of  the  dissensions  in  philosophy,  and  of  the  oppro- 
brium thrown  on  consciousness  as  the  instrument  of  philosophical 
observation,  and  the  standard  of  philosophical  certainty  and  truth. 

With  this  terminates  the  most  important  of  the  discussions  to 

which  the  Faculty  of  Perception  gives  rise :  the 

other  quertiona  eon-      other  questions  are  not,  however,  without  inter- 

nected  with  the  fao-      eg^  ^^  their  determination  does  not  affect 

ulty  of  External  Per-  . 

wptiotL.  the  vital  interests  of  philosophy.     Of  these  the 

l.  whether  we  fine      first  that  I  shall  touch  upon,  is  the  problem ;  — 
obtain  a  knowledge      Whether,  in  Perception,  do  we  first  obtain  a 
"the  partT  o/thVob-      general  knowledge  of  the  complex  wholes  pre- 
jeet  in  Perception.  sented  to  us  by  sense,  and  then,  by  analysis  and 

limited  attention,  obtain  a  special  knowledge  of 
their  several  parts ;  or  do  we  not  first  obtain  a  particular  knowledge 
of  the  smallest  parts  to  which  sense  is  competent,  and  then,  by 
synthesis,  collect  them  into  greater  and  greater  wholes  ? 
The  second  alternative  in  this  question  is  adopted  by  Mr.  Stewart ; 
it  is,  indeed,  involved  in  his  doctrine  in  regard 
Second   alternate      to  Attention,  —  in   holding  that  we  recollect 
^op      oy    r.    ew-      uQ^^g  without  attention,  that  we  can  attend 
only  to  a  single  object  at  once,  which  one  object 
is  the  very  smallest  that  is  discernible  through  sense.     tt  It  is  com- 
monly," he  says,  "understood,  I  believe,  that,  in 
quo  a  concert  of  music,  a  good  ear  can  attend  to  the 

different  parts  of  the  music  separately,  or  can  attend  to  them  all  at 
once,  and  feel  the  full  effect  of  the  harmony.  If  the  doctrine,  how- 
ever, which  I  have  endeavored  to  establish,  be  admitted,  it  will 
follow,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  mind  is  constantly  varying  its 
attention  from  the  one  part  of  the  music  to  the  other,  and  that  its 
operations  are  so  rapid,  as  to  give  us  no  perception  of  an  interval 
of  time. 

l  See  DucNutoM*,  pp.  67, 68.  —  Ed. 
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"The  same  doctrine  leads  to  some  curious  conclusions  with 
respect  to  vision.  Suppose  the  eye  to  be  fixed  in  a  particular  posi- 
tion, and  the  picture  of  an  object  to  be  painted  on  the  retina.  Does 
the  mind  perceive  the  complete  figure  of  the  object  at  once,  or  is 
this  perception  the  result  of  the  various  perceptions  we  have  of  the 
different  points  in  the  outline?  With  respect  to  this  question,  the 
principles  already  stated  lead  me  to  conclude,  that  the  mind  does  at 
one  and  the  same  time  perceive  every  point  in  the  outline  of  the 
object  (provided  the  whole  of  it  be  painted  on  the  retina  at  the 
same  instant)  ;  for  perception,  like  consciousness,  is  an  involuntary 
operation.  As  no  two  points,  however,  of  the  outline  are  in  the 
same  direction,  every  point  by  itself  constitutes  just  as  distinct  an 
object  of  attention  to  the  mind,  as  if  it  were  separated  by  an  inter- 
val of  empty  space  from  all  the  rest.  If  the  doctrine,  therefore, 
formerly  stated  be  just,  it  is  impossible  for  the  mind  to  attend  to 
more  than  one  of  these  points  at  once ;  and  as  the  perception  of 
the  figure  of  the  object  implies  a  knowledge  of  the  relative  situa- 
tion of  the  different  points  with  respect  to  each  other,  we  must 
conclude,  that  the  perception  of  figure  by  the  eye,  is  the  result  of  a 
number  of  different  acts  of  attention.  These  acts  of  attention, 
however,  are  performed  with  such  rapidity,  that  the  effect  with 

respect  to  us,  is  the  same  as  if  the  perception  were  instantaneous. 
♦  ****** 

"  It  may  perhaps  be  asked,  what  I  mean  by  a  point  in  the  outline 
of  a  figure,  and  what  it  is  that  constitutes  this  point  one  object  of 
attention.  The  answer,  I  apprehend,  is,  that  this  point  is  the 
minimum  visibile.  If  the  point  be  less,  we  cannot  perceive  it ;  if  it 
be  greater,  it  is  not  all  seen  in  one  direction. 

"  If  these  observations  be  admitted,  it  will  follow,  that,  without 
the  faculty  of  memory,  we  could  have  had  no  perception  of  visible 
figure."1 

The  same  conclusion  is  attained,  through  a  somewhat  different 
process,  by  Mr.  James  Mill,  in  his  ingenious 
tain«n>y Jmbmmiu'  Analysis  of  the  Phcenomena  of  the  Human 
Mind.  This  author,  following  Hartley  and 
Priestley,  has  pushed  the  principle  of  Association  to  an  extreme 
which  refutes  its  own  exaggeration,  —  analzying  not  only  our  belief 
in  the  relation  of  effect  and  cause  into  that  principle,  but  even  the 
primary  logical  laws.  According  to  Mr.  Mill,  the  necessity  under 
which  we  lie  of  thinking  that  one  contradictory  excludes  another, — 
that  a  thing  cannot  at  once  be  and  not  be,  is  only  the  result  of  asso* 

BomenU  of  the  PkOooopk*  of  Uu  Human  Mind,  rol,  i.  o.  11.     War**,  voL  Ij.  p.  141— US. 
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ciation  and  custom. l    It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  marvelled  at,  that 
he  should  account  for  our  knowledge  of  complex  wholes  in  percep- 
tion, by  the  same  universal  principle;  and  this  he  accordingly  does. s 
"  Where  two  or  more  ideas  have  been  often  re- 
qn  peated  together,  and  the  association  has  become 

very  strong,  they  sometimes  spring  up  in  such  close  combination  as 
not  to  be  distinguishable.  Some  cases  of  sensation  are  analogous. 
For  example ;  when  a  wheel,  on  the  seven  parts  of  which  the  seven 
prismatic  colors  are  respectively  painted,  is  made  to  revolve  rap- 
idly, it  appears  not  of  seven  colors,  but  of  one  uniform  color,  white 
By  the  rapidity  of  the  succession,  the  several  sensations  cease 
to  be  distinguishable;  they  run,  as  it  were,  together,  and  a  new 
sensation,  compounded  ot  all  the  seven,  but  apparently  a  simple 
one,  is  the  result.  Ideas,  also,  which  have  been  so  often  conjoined, 
that  whenever  one  exists  in  the  mind,  the  others  immediately  exist 
along  with  it,  seem  to  run  into  one  another,  to  coalesce,  as  it  were, 
and  out  of  many  to  form  one  idea ;  which  idea,  however  in  reality 
complex,  appears  to  be  no  less  simple  than  any  one  of  those  of 

which  it  is  compounded.'9 

♦  ♦  ♦  •  *  •  • 

9  u  It  is  to  this  great  law  of  association  that  we  trace  the  forma- 
tion of  our  ideas  of  what  we  call  external  objects ;  that  is,  the  ideas 
of  a  certain  number  of  sensations,  received  together  so  frequently 
that  they  coalesce  as  it  were,  and  are  spoken  of  under  the  idea  of 
unity.  Hence,  what  we  call  the  idea  of  a  tree,  the  idea  of  a  stone, 
the  idea  of  a  horse,  the  idea  of  a  man. 

"  In  using  the  names,  tree,  horse,  man,  the  names  of  what  I  call 
objects,  I  am  referring,  and  can  be  referring,  only  to  my  own  sensa- 
tions ;  in  fact,  therefore,  only  naming  a  certain  number  of  sensations, 
regarded  as  in  a  particular  state  of  combination ;  that  is,  concomi- 
tance. Particular  sensations  of  sight,  of  touch,  of  the  muscles,  are 
the  sensations,  to  the  ideas  of  which,  color,  extension,  roughness, 
hardness,  smoothness,  taste,  smell,  so  coalescing  as  to  appear  one 

idea,  I  give  the  name,  idea  of  a  tree. 

•  ♦  ♦•♦♦♦ 

"Some  ideas  are  by  frequency  and  strength  of  association  so 
closely  combined,  that  they  cannot  be  separated.  If  one  exists,  the 
other  exists  along  with  it,  in  spite  of  whatever  effort  we  make  to 
disjoin  them. 

a  For  example ;  it  is  not  in  our  power  to  think  of  color,  without 
thinking  of  extension ;  or  of  solidity,  without  figure.    We  have 

l  Chap.  ill.  p.  76.  —  Ed.  tChip.Ul.  p. «.  —  Ed.  »  Chap.  ill.  p. 7a —to. 
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seen  color  constantly  in  combination  with  extension,  —  spread,  as  it 
were,  upon  a  surface.  We  Lave  never  seen  it  except  in  this  con- 
nection. Color  and  extension  have  been  invariably  conjoined.  The 
idea  of  color,  therefore,  uniformly  comes  into  the  mind,  bringing 
that  of  extension  along  with  it ;  and  so  close  is  the  association,  that 
it  is  not  in  our  power  to  dissolve  it.  We  cannot,  if  we  will,  think 
of  color,  but  in  combination  with  extension.  The  one  idea  calls  up 
the  other,  and  retains  it,  so  long  as  the  other  is  retained. 

"  This  great  law  of  our  nature  is  illustrated  in  a  manner  equally 
striking,  by  the  connection  between  the  ideas  of  solidity  and  figure. 
We  never  have  the  sensations  from  which  the  idea  of  solidity  is 
derived,  but  in  conjunction  with  the  sensations  whence  the  idea  of 
figure  is  derived.  If  we  handle  anything  solid,  it  is  always  either 
round,  square,  or  of  some  other  form.  The  ideas  correspond  with  the 
sensations.  If  the  idea  of  solidity  rises,  that  of  figure  rises  along 
with  it.  The  idea  of  figure  which  rises,  is,  of  course,  more  obscure 
than  that  of  extension;  because  figures  being  innumerable,  the 
general  idea  is  exceedingly  complex,  and  hence,  of  necessity,  obscuro. 
But,  such  as  it  is,  the  idea  of  figure  is  always  present  when  that  of 
solidity  is  present ;  nor  can  we,  by  any  effort,  think  of  the  one  with- 
out thinking  of  the  other  at  the  same  time."  x 
Now,  in  opposition  to  this  doctrine,  nothing  appears  to  me  clearer 
than  the  first  alternative,— and  that,  in  place* 
The  counter  .iter-      offending  upwards  from  the  minimum  of  per- 

native        maintained  or  r 

against  Stewart  and  ception  to  its  maxima,  we  descend  from  masses 
mm.  to  details.     If  the  opposite  doctrine  were  cor- 

The  doctrine  of  these        j^^  wjjat  won\&  ft  involve  f      It  WOttld  involve 

S^k^teS.  M  a  Primarv  inference,  that,  as  we  know  the 
better  than  the  whole.  whole  through  the  parts,  we  should  know  the 
parts  better  than  the  whole.  Thus,  for  example, 
it  is  supposed  that  we  know  the  face  of  a  friend,  through  the  multi- 
tude of  perceptions  which  we  have  of  the  different  points  of  which 
it  is  made  up ;  in  other  words,  that  we  should  know  the  whole  coun- 
tenance less  vividly  than  we  know  the  forehead  and  eyes,  the  nose 
and  mouth,  etc.,  and  that  we  should  know  each  of  these  more  feebly 
than  we  know  the  various  ultimate  points,  in  fact,  unconscious 
minima,  of  perceptions,  which  go  to  constitute  them.  According 
to  the  doctrine  in  question,  we  perceive  only  one  of  these  ultimate 
points  at  the  same  instant,  the  others  by  memory  incessantly 
renewed.  Now  let  us  take  the  face  out  of  perception  into  memory 
altogether.  Let  us  close  our  eyes,  and  let  us  represent  in  imagina- 
tion the  countenance  of  our  friend.  This  we  can  do  with  the 
utmost  vivacity ;  or,  if  we  see  a  picture  of  it,  we  can  determine, 
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with  a  consciousness  of  the  most  perfect  accuracy,  that  the  portrait 
is  like  or  unlike.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  denied  that  we  have  the 
fullest  knowledge  of  the  face  as  a  whole,  —  that  we  are  familiar  with 
its  expression,  with  the  general  result  of  its  parts.  On  the 
hypothesis,  then,  of  Stewart  and  Mill,  how  accurate  should  be  our 
knowledge  of  these  parts  themselves.  But  make  the  experiment. 
You  will  find  that,  unless  you  have  analyzed,  — 
This    supposition      uniegs  vou  nave  descended  from  a  conspectus 

shown  to  be  errone- 

0^  of  the  whole  face  to  a  detailed  examination  of 

its  parts,  —  with  the  most  vivid  impression  of 
the  constituted  whole,  you  are  almost  totally  ignorant  of  the  con- 
stituent parts.  You  may  probably  be  unable  to  say  what  is  the 
color  of  the  eyes,  and  if  you  attempt  to  delineate  the  mouth  or  nose, 
you  will  inevitably  fail.  Or  look  at  the  portrait.  You  may  find  it 
unlike,  but  unless,  as  I  said,  you  have  analyzed  the  countenance, 
unless  you  have  looked  at  it  with  the  analytic  scrutiny  of  a  paint- 
er's eye,  you  will  assuredly  be  unable  to  say  in  what  respect  the 
artist  has  failed,  —  you  will  be  unable  to  specify  what  constituent 
he  has  altered,  though  you  are  fully  conscious  of  the  fact  and  effect 
of  the  alteration.  What  we  have  shown  from  this  example  may 
equally  be  done  from  any  other,  —  a  house,  a  tree,  a  landscape,  a 
concert  of  music,  etc.  But  it  is  needless  to  multiply  illustrations. 
In  fact,  on  the  doctrine  of  these  philosophers,  if  the  mind,  as  they 
maintain,  were  unable  to  comprehend  more  than  one  perceptible 
minimum  at  a  time,  the  greatest  of  all  inconceivable  marvels  would 
be,  how  it  has  contrived  to  realize  the  knowledge  of  wholes  and 
masses  which  it  has.  Another  refutation  of  this  opinion  might  be 
drawn  from  the  doctrine  of  latent  modifications,  —  the  obscure  per- 
ceptions of  Leibnitz, — of  which  we  have  recently  treated.  But  this 
argument  I  think  unnecessary.  * 

1  Show  thiaalso,  1°,  By  the  millions  of  acts  of  the  By,  f  ill.  p.  674,  edit  1807. —Ed.]   2°, 

of  attention  requisite  in  each  of  our  peroep-  By  imperfection  of  Touch,  which  is  asynthetie 

tions.    [Cf  Dr.  T.  Young's  Lectures  on  iVoiw-  sense,  as  Sight  is  vu&ytic—MarginalJotttng. 
ml  Pkiioeopky,  vol.  ii.  Ess.  v.    The  Metkamm 


LECTURE     XXVII. 

THE  PBE8ENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

I.     PERCEPTION. —  GSKJHUX  QUESTIONS  IN  RELATION  TO  THE  SENSES. 

In  my  last  Lecture,  I  was  principally  occupied  in  showing  that  the 
hypothesis  of  a  Representative  Perception  consid- 
ered in  itself,  and  apart  from  the  grounds  on  which 
philosophers  have  deemed  themselves  authorized  to  reject  the  fact  of 
consciousness,  which  testifies  to  our  immediate  perception  of  external 
things,  violates,  in  many  various  ways,  the  laws  of  a  legitimate  hy- 
pothesis ;  and  having,  in  the  previous  Lecture,  shown  you  that  the 
grounds  on  which  the  possibility  of  an  intuitive  cognition  of  external 
objects  had  been  superseded,  are  hollow,  I  thus,  if  my  reasoning  be 
not  erroneous,  was  warranted  in  establishing  the  conclusion  that  there 
is  nothing  against,  but  everything  in  favor  o£  the  truth  of  conscious- 
ness, and  the  doctrine  of  immediate  perception.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  Lecture,  I  endeavored  to  prove,  in  opposition  to  Mr.  Stewart 
and  Mr.  Mill,  that  we  are  not  percipient,  at  the  same  instant,  only  of 
certain  mttijma,  our  cognitions  of  which  are  afterwards,  by  memory 
or  association,  accumulated  into  masses ;  but  that  we  are  at  once  and 
primarily  percipient  of  masses,  and  only  require  analysis  to  obtain  a 
minute  and  more  accurate  knowledge  of  their  parts,  —  that,  in  short, 
we  can,  within  certain  limits,  make  a  single  object  out  of  many. 
For  example,  we  can  extend  our  attentive  perception  to  a  house,  and 
to  it  as  only  one  object ;  or  we  can  contemplate  its  parts,  and  con- 
sider each  of  these  as  separate  objects.1 

Resuming  consideration  of  the  more  important  psychological  ques- 
tions that  have  been  agitated  concerning  the  Senses,  I  proceed  to 
take  up  those  connected  with  the  sense  of  Touch. 

1  Sir  W.  Hamilton  here  occasionally  Intro-  tenses.    As  the  Lecture  devoted  to  this  sub* 
duced  an  account  of  the  mechanism  of  the   .  ject  mainly  consists  of  a  series  of  extracts 

organs  of  Sense;   observing  the  following  from  Young  and  Bostock,  and  is  purely 

order.— Sight,   Hearing,  Taste,  Smell,  and  physiological,  His  here  omitted.    See  Young's 

Touch.    This,  he  remarks,  is  the  reverse  of  Lectures  on  Natural  Philosophy,  vol.  i.  pp.  887, 

the  order  of  nature,  and  is  adopted  by  him  447  et  seq. ;  vol  ii.  p.  574.  (4to  edit.)  Bostook's 

because  under  Touch  certain  questions  arise,  Physiology,  pp.  002  tt  seq.,  728,  729—788.  (8d 

the  discussion  of  which  requires  some  pre-  edit.)— Ed. 
liminary  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the 
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1.    May  all  the  Sen- 


The  problems  which  arise  under  this  sense,  may  be  reduced  to  two 

opposite  questions.     The  first  asks,  May  not  all 

^JEST™*"      the  Senses  be  analyzed  into  Touch  ?    The  second 

asks,  Is  not  Touch  or  Feeling,  considered  as  one 

of  the  five  senses,  itself  only  a  bundle  of  various  sense  ? 

In  regard  to  the  first  of  these  questions, —  it  is  an  opinion  as  old 

at  least  as  Democritus,  and  one  held  by  many  of 

the  ancient  physiologists,  that  the  four  senses  of 

Touch r  Democritus.        Sight,  Hearing,  Taste,  and  Smell,  are  only  modifi- 

Arutotie.  cations  of  Touch.    This  opinion  Aristotle  records 

in  the  fourth  chapter  of  his  book  On  Sense  and 

the  Object  of  Sense  (De  Sensu  et  Sensili),  and  contents  himself  with 

refuting  it  by  the  assertion  that  its  impossibility 

In  what  sense  the  a>f-        •  .<•  **      *>       *  /»  «•    • 

flrmative  correct  w  man»est«     So  far,  however,  from  being  mani- 

festly impossible,  and,  therefore,  manifestly  ab- 
surd, it  can  now  easily  be  shown  to  be  correct,  if  by  touch  is  un- 
derstood the  contact  of  the  external  object  of  perception  with  the 
organ  of  sense.  The  opinion  of  Democritus  was  revived,  in  modern 
times,  by  Telesius,1  an  Italian  philosopher  of  the 
sixteenth  century,  and  who  preceded  Bacon  and 
Descartes,  as  a  reformer  of  philosophical  methods.  I  say  the  opinion 
of  Democritus  can  easily  be  shown  to  be  correct ;  for  it  is  only  a  con- 
fusion of  ideas,  or  of  words,  or  of  both  together, 
Pa^iSoT'  °yeC*  °f  t0  ^  of  the  Perception  of  a  distant  object,  that 
is,  of  an  object  not  in  relation  to  our  senses.  An 
external  object  is  only  perceived  inasmuch  as  it  is  in  relation  to  our 
sense,  and  it  is  only  in  relation  to  our  sense  inasmuch  as  it  is  present 
to  it.  To  say,  for  example,  that  we  perceive  by  sight  the  sun  or  moon, 
is  a  false  or  an  elliptical  expression.  We  perceive  nothing  but  certain 
modifications  of  light  in  immediate  relation  to  our  organ  of  vision  ; 
and  so  far  from  Dr.  Reid  being  philosophically  correct,  when  he  says  that 
"  when  ten  men  look  at  the  sun  or  moon,  they  all  see  the  same  indi- 
vidual object,"  the  truth  is  that  each  of  these  persons  sees  a  different 
object,  because  each  person  sees  a  different  complement  of  rays,  in 
relation  to  his  individual  organ.1    In  fact,  if  we  look  alternately  with 

1  [De  Rerum  Natura,  lib.  ril.  o.  viii.]    From  percipiuntur,  quod  eorum  actio  et  ris  aub- 

thia  reduction  Telesius  excepts  Hearing.  With  stantlaque  apiritum  oontingit,  aed  magia  qua) 

regard  to  the  senses  of  Taste,  Smell,  and  in  lingua,  et  multo  etiam  magls  quas  per 

8ight,  he  Bays:  —  "Non  recte  iidem  ....  nares,  etqua  in  oculla  percipiuntur."  —  lac, 

guatum  olfactumque  et  visum  a  tactu  diver-  etf.  — Ed. 
sum  posuere,  qui  non  tactus  modo  aunt  om- 

nea,  aed  multo  etiam  quam  qui  tactus  dicitur  8  On  this  point,  see  Adam  Smith,  Euops  m 

exquiaitiorea.     Non  scilicet  ea  modo,  qua*  Philosophical  Subject*— Ancunt  logics  and  Met- 

unlveno  in   corpore   percipiuntur,   et  qua)  aphysics,  p.  168.    Cf.  Of  tki  Sxsemmi  Stoats,  p» 

actilia  (ut  dictum  eat)  dicuntur,  propterea  289,  (edit  1800.)— Ed. 
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each,  we  have  a  different  object  in  onr  right,  and  a  different  object  in 
our  left,  eye.  It  is  not  by  perception,  but  by  a  process  of  reasoning, 
that  we  connect  the  objects  of  sense  with  existences  beyond  the  sphere 
of  immediate  knowledge.  It  is  enough  that  perception  affords  us  the 
knowledge  of  the  non-ego  at  the  point  of  sense.  To  arrogate  to  it  the 
power  of  immediately  informing  us  of  external  things,  which  are  only 
the  causes  of  the  object  we  immediately  perceive,  is  either  positively 
erroneous,  or  a  confusion  of  language,  arising  from  an  inadequate  dis- 
crimination of  the  phenomena.  Such  assumptions  tend  only  to  throw 
discredit  on  the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive  perception  ;  and  such  assump- 
tions you  will  find  scattered  over  the  works  both  of  Reid  and  Stewart. 
1  would,  therefore,  establish  as  a  fundamental  position  of  the  doctrine 
of  an  immediate  perception,  the  opinion  of  Democritus,  that  all  our 
senses  are  only  modifications  of  touch ;  in  other  words,  that  the  exter- 
nal object  of  perception  is  always  in  contact  with  the  organ  of  sense. 
This  determination  of  the  first  problem  does  not  interfere  with  the 
consideration  of  the  second ;  for,  in  the  second,  it  is 
%  I***  Touch  com-      on,    agked  w^fo    considering  Touch  or  Feel- 

prebend*  plurality  of       .      *  '  '  & 

eemsea?  mg  *&  a  special  sense,  there  are  not  comprehended 

under  it  varieties  of  perception  and  sensation  so 
different,  that  these  varieties  ought  to  be  viewed  as  constituting  so 

many  special  senses.  This  question,  I  think,  ought 
UJnedm  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative ;  for,  thongh  I 

hold  that  the  other  senses  are  not  to  be  discrim- 
inated from  Touch,  in  so  far  as  Touch  signifies  merely  the  contact  of 
the  organ  and  the  object  of  perception,  yet,  considering  Touch  as  a 
special  sense  distinguished  from  the  other  four  by  other  and  peculiar 
characters,  it  may  easily,  I  think,  be  shown,  that  if  Sight  and  Hear- 
ing, if  Smell  and  Taste,  are  to  be  divided  from^each  other  and  from 
Touch  Proper,  under  Touch  there  must,  on  the  same  analogy,  be 
distinguished  a  plurality  of  special  senses.  This  problem,  like  the 
other,  is  of  ancient  date.     It  is  mooted  by  Aristotle  in  the  eleventh 

chapter  of  the'  second  book  De  Anima,  but  his 

Historical  notices  of      opinion  is  left  doubtful.    His  followers  were  con- 

thtaproWem.  sequently  left  doubtful  upon  the  point.1    Among 

Greek  commentators.      n*s  ^ree^  interpreters,  Themistius2  adopts  the 

opinion,  that  there  is  a  plurality  of  senses  under 

1  See  Conimbrioenses,  Jk  Aria,  de  Anima,  o|A»y  «ol  0ap4*s,  leaX  rwr  fierc^tr  ko\  tV 

[lib.  li.  c.  xi.  p  8W-  Ed.  ytwriv  rucpov  teal  yKvntov  iv  Si  roa,  efcir- 

«  hi  De  Anima,  lib  II.  c.  xi.  fol.  82a,  (edit.  TOfr ,  ^xx^   ^  Aw«fcr«*  *a\  *&rai 

Aid.,  1584.)    Owe  fern  fila  aU^nt  h  k<M-  l/tpmrot,  /Md-oVirros  tca&  itedtrm*  otaiftlt 

<nw*u>¥  &V  T«  *MrfC<«»  to  ^  iuas  ivarrub-  btvpovptrrtv   ©for  *«p/ior,  tfrvxpoV  frpo* 

aun  ....  kjmtucV,  Tavrrjr  rhv  afcr&if-  6yp6tr    <nc\i)p6vy   paXaxtr    fiapb    Kovpor 

«r    eVtfVf?  Hr  6+w  Ktvicov  teal  /idKavot  A«?oir,  rax*.     Cf.  Artetotle,  texts  106,107.— 

poW,   «al   w   ptratfr    ««2    rV  a*«Vf  Ed. 
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touch.  Alexander *  favors,  but  not  decidedly,  the  opposite  opinion, 
which  was  espoused  by  Simplicity '  and  Philoponus.*  The  doctrine 
of  Themistius  was,  however,  under  various  modifications,  adopted  by 

Averroes  and  Avicenna  among  the  Arabian,  and 
Schoolmen.*11  ^y  Apollinaris,  Albertus  Magnus,  JSgidius,  Jan- 

dunus,  Marcellus,  and  many  others  among  the 
Latin,  schoolmen.4  These,  however,  and  succeeding  philosophers, 
were  not  at  one  in  regard  to  the  number  of  the  senses,  which  they 

would  distinguish.  Themistius*  and  Avicenna* 
**  At        allowed  as  many  senses  as  there  were  different 


qualities  of  tactile  feeling ;   but  the  number  of 
these  they  did  not  specify.    Avicenna,  however,  appears  to  have  dis- 
tinguished as  one  sense  the  feeling  of  pain  from  the  lesion  of  a 
wound,  and  as  another,  the  feeling  of  titillation.7     Others,  as  uEgidi- 
us,8  gave  two  senses,  one  for  the  hot  and  cold,  an- 
fgld,ni*  other  for  the  dry  and  moist.    Averroes 9  secerns  a 

Averroes. 

Galcn  sense  of  titillation  and  a  sense  of  hunger  and  thirst. 

Cardan.  Galen10  also,  I  should  observe,  allowed  a  sense  of 

heat  and  cold.     Among  modern  philosophers, 

Cardan"  distinguishes  four  senses  of  touch  or  feeling ;  one  of  the  four 

primary  tactile  qualities  of  Aristotle  (that  is,  of  cold  and  hot,  and  wet 

and  dry)  ;  a  second,  of  the  light  and  heavy ;  a  third,  of  pleasure  and 

pain;  and  a  fourth,  of  titillation.     His  antagonist,  the  elder  Scaliger," 

distinguished  as  a  sixth  special  sense  the  sexual  appetite,  in  which  he 

has  been  followed  by  Bacon18  Voltaire14  and  others. 

Bacon,  Baflbii,  From  these  historical  notices  you  will  see  how 

Voltaire,  Locke.  ,       .  ,      J  „      _ 

marvellously  incorrect  is  the  statement1*   that 
Locke  was  the  first  philosopher  who  originated  this  question,  in  al- 

1  VroUemata,  il.  62  (probably  spurious.  —  *  See  ConlmbrioenMB,  In  De  Anima,  Hb.  If. 
Ed.  c.  xi.  p.  827. — Ed. 

2  In  De  Anima,  Hb.  il.  o.  xi.  text  100,  fol. 
44*  (edit.  Aid.  1527).  —  Ed. 

*  InD*  Anima,  lib.  ii.  c  xi.  texts  106, 107. 
—  Ed.  n  De  SubtilitaU,  lib.  xiii.    Sea  Reid»s  Works, 

4  See  Conimbricenses,  In  De  Anima,  lib.  ii.      p.  867.  —  Ed. 

e.  xi.  p.  826. —Ed.  ^       subtUitau,  Ex.  oclxxxvl.  *  a— Ed. 

*  See  preceding  page,  note  2,  and  Conlmbri-  '  ^^      * 

eenses,  as  above,  p.  827.  —Ed.  13  [Sytva  Sylvarum,  cent.  r«.  6B8.     Works, 

4  See  Conimbricenses,  as  above,  p.  827.  —     edit  Montagu,  ir.  861.] 

7  See  ibid.  -  Ed.  M  8ee  JW**  ****»  *•  ai  Md  Poor'  Theo' 

8  See  ibid.  [Cf.  De  Baei,  Claris  PkOosopkies  **■  9mmmm%  para  i.  J  84,  p.  88.  Voltaksy 
Natural**,  De  Mentis  Human*  FacuUatibus,  *  Dtci'  J**"***"*  *«  Sensation,  reduces  this 
76,  p.  866.  D'Alembert,  Melanges,  t.  v.  p.  116.  ~"?  to  thuat  ,of  T™ch'  <*  ™*  de  ""* 
Cf.  Scaliger,  De  SubtMau,  Ex.  cix.,  where  ^U^tl^      £*  ^"*  *"* 

he  observes  that,  in  paralysis,  heat  is  felt,     p  ttl  (edlt" 1817)'  ~ED" 

after  the  power  of  apprehending  gravity  it        u  dee  Lectures  on  haeOoetmd  Moats*?,  top 

gone.]  John  Young,  LL.  D ,  p.  80. 


10  [Leidenfrost,  De  Menu  Humana,  c.  H.  {  4, 
p.  16.] 
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lowing  hunger  and  thirst  to  be  the  sensations  of  a  sense  different  from 
tactile  feeling.     Hutcheson,  in  his  work  on  the 

Hutcheson.  _        .         .     °  .        _,   .  .  .  , 

Jrasswnsf  says,  "the  division  of  our  external 
senses  into  five  common  classes  is  ridiculously  imperfect.    Some  sen- 
sations, such  as  hunger  and  thirst,  weariness  and  sickness,  can  be  re- 
duced to  none  of  them ;  or  if  they  are  reduced  to  feelings,  they  are 
perceptions  as  different  from  the  other  ideas  of  touch,  such  as  cold, 
heat,  hardness,  softness,  as  the  ideas  of  taste  or  smell.    Others  have 
hinted  at  an  external  sense  different  from  all  of  these."    What  that 
is,  Hutcheson  does  not  mention ;  and  some  of  our  Scotch  philoso- 
phers have  puzzled  themselves  to  conceive  the  meaning  of  his  allusion. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  he  referred  to  the  sixth  sense  of  Scaliger. 
Adam  Smith,  in  his  posthumous  Essays?  observes 
that  hunger  and  thirst  are  objects  of  feeling,  not 
of  touch ;  and  that  heat  and  cold  are  felt  not  as  pressing  on  the 
organ,  but  as  in  the  organ.     Kant 8  divides  the 
whole  bodily  senses  into  two, — into  a  Vital  Sense 
(Sensus  Vagus),  and  an  Organic  Sense  (Sensus  Fixus).    To  the 
former  class  belong  the  sensations  of  heat  and  cold,  shuddering, 
quaking,  etc.    The  latter  is  divided  into  the  five  senses,  of  Touch 
Proper,  Sight,  Hearing,  Taste,  and  Smell. 
This  division  has  now  become  general  in  Germany,  the  Vital  Sense 
receiving  from  various  authors  various  synonyms, 
Kant's  division  gen-      M  ccsiUBSthesiSj  common  feeling,  vital  feeling  and 
sense  of  feeling,  sensu  latiori,  etc.;  and  the  sensa- 
tions attributed  to  it  are  heat  and  cold,  shuddering,  feeling  of  health, 
hupger  and  thirst,  visceral  sensations,  etc.     This  division  is,  likewise, 
adopted  by  Dr.  Brown.    He  divides  our  sensations 
into  those  which  are  less  definite,  and  into  those 
which  are  more  definite ;   and  these,  his  two  classes,  correspond  pre- 
cisely to  the  sensus  vagus  and  sensus  ftxus  of  the  German  philoso- 
phers.4 
The  propriety  of  throwing  out  of  the  sense  of  Touch  those  sensa- 
tions which  afford  us  indications  only  of  the  sub- 
Touch  to  be  divided      jective  condition  of  the  body,  in  other  words,.of 

from  sensible  feeling.  ■,.    .,.        .         ,    «  .,.     *    .. 

i.  From  the  analogy      dividing  touch  from  sensible  feeling,  is  apparent. 

of  the  special  senses.        In  the  first  place,  this  is  manifest  on  the  analogy 

of  the  other  special  senses.    These,  as  we  have 

seen,  are  divided  into  two  classes,  according  as  perception  proper  or 

1  Sect.  1.,  third  edition,  p.  3,  note. —Ed.  (1798),  o.  il.  f  2,  p.  14,  distinguished  the  Vital 

2  Of  the  External  Setues,p.2R2{e&.19W).— Ed.      Sense  from  the  Organic  Senaes.     See  also 
*  Anthropologic,  S  lb.  — Ed.    [Previously  to      Httbner's  Dissertation  (1794).    Cf.  Gruithuisen, 

Kant,  whose  Anthronoiogie  was  first  published      Anthropologu,  $  476,  p.  864  (edit.  1810).] 
in  1796,  Leidenfrost,  in  his  I*  Menu  Humana,        4  Lectures  xvii.  xvili.  —  Ed. 
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sensation  proper  predominates  ;  the  sense  of  Sight  and  Hearing  per- 
taining to  the  first,  those  of  Smell  and  Taste  to  the  second.  Here 
each  is  decidedly  either  perceptive  or  sensitive.  But  in  Touch,  under 
the  vulgar  attribution  of  qualities,  perception  and  sensation  both  find 
their  maximum.  At  the  finger-points,  this  sense  would  give  us  ob- 
jective knowledge  of  the  outer  world,  with  the  least  possible  alloy 
of  subjective  feeling;  in  hunger  and  thirst,  etc.,  on  the  contrary  it 
would  afford  us  a  subjective  feeling  of  our  own  state,  with  the  least 
possible  addition  of  objective  knowledge.  On  this  ground,  there- 
fore, we  ought  to  attribute  to  different  senses  perceptions  and  sensa- 
tions so  different  in  degree. 
But,  in  the  second  place,  it  is  not  merely  in  the  opposite  degree  of 
these  two  counter  elements  that  this  distinction 
2.  From  the  different      jg  to  \ye  founded,  but  likewise  on  the  different 

tta*a*  ^iSw      <luality  of  the  SrouP8  of  the.  Perceptions  and  sen- 
themseircs.  sations  themselves.     There  is  nothing  similar  be- 

tween these  different  groups,  except  the  negative 
circumstance  that  there  is  no  special  organ  to  which  positively  to 
refer  them ;  and,  therefore,  they  are  exclusively  slumped  together 
under  that  sense  which  is  not  obtrusively  marked  out  and  isolated 
by  the  mechanism  of  a  peculiar  instrument. 

Limiting,  therefore,  the  special  sense  of  Touch  to  that  of  objective 
information,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  this  sense 
Special  Sense  o  ^  «tg  ^^  ^  ^  ex^re|njty  0f  ^ne  nerve8  which 

Touch,— Its  sphere  and  J 

organic  seat.  terminate  m  the  skin  ;   its  principal  organs  are 

the  finger-points,  the  toes,  the  lips,  and  the 
tongue.  Of  these,  the  first  is  the  most  perfect.  At  the  tips  of  the 
fingers,  a  tender  skin  covers  the  nervous  papillae,  and  here  the  nail 
serves  not  only  as  a  protecting  shield  to  the  organ,  but,  likewise,  by 
affording  an  opposition  to  the  body  which  makes  an  impression  on 
the  finger-ends,  it  renders  more  distinct  our  perception  of  the  nature 
of  its  surface.  Through  the  great  mobility  of  the  fingers,  of  the 
wrist,  and  of  the  shoulder-joint,  we  are  able  with  one,  and  still  more 
effectually,  with  both  hands,  to  manipulate  an  object  on  all  sides,  and 
thereby  to  attain  a  knowledge  of  its  figure.  We  likewise  owe  to  the 
sense  of  Touch  a  perception  of  those  conformations  of  a  body,  accord- 
ing to  which  we  call  it  rough  or  smooth,  hard  or  soft,  sharp  or  blunt. 
The  repose  or  motion  of  a  body  is  also  perceived  through  the  touch. 
To  obviate  misunderstanding,  I  should,  however,  notice  that  the 
proper  organ  of  Touch  —  the  nervous  papillae  — requires  as  the  con- 
dition of  its  exercise,  the  movement  of  the  voluntary  muscles.  This 
condition  however,  ought  not  to  be  viewed  as  a  part  of  the  organ 
itself.    This  being  understood,  the  perception  of  the  weight  of  a 
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body  will  not  fall  under  this  sense,  as  the  nerves  lying  under  the 

epidermis  or  scurf  skin  have  little  or  no  share  in 

Proper  organ  of      thig  1^^^     ^e  owe  it  almost  exclusively 

Touch     requires,     as  ,°  .  « 

condition  of  its  exer-  to  tne  consciousness  we  have  of  the  exertion  of 
cise,  the  movement  of  the  muscles,  requisite  to  lift  with  the  hand  a 
the  voluntary  mus-      heavy  body  from  the  ground,  or  when  it  is  laid 

on  the  shoulders  or  head,  to  keep  our  own  body 
erect,  and  to  carry  the  burthen  from  one  place  to  another. 
I  next  proceed  to  consider  two  counter-questions,  which  are  still 

agitated  by  philosophers.     The  first  is, — Does 

Two  counter  ques-        g.    fct  afford  ^  aR  original    knowledge    of  exten- 
tions  regarding  sphere  .  &  &,  .  ,.?,«,«* 

of  sight.  sion,  or  do  we  not  owe  this  exclusively  to  Touch  ? 

The  second  is, — Does  Touch  afford  us  an  original 
knowledge  of  extension,  or  do  we  not  owe  this  exclusively  to  Sight  ? 
Both  questions  are  still  undetermined ;  and  consequently,  the  vulgar 
belief  is  also  unestablished,  that  we  obtain  a  knowledge  of  extension 
originally  both  from  sight  and  touch. 

I  commence,  then,  with  the  first, —  Does  Vision  afford  us  a  primary 
~     „, .      -  *      knowledge  of  extension,  or  do  we  not  owe  this 

1.  Does  Vision  afford  ° 

ns  a  primary  knowl-      knowledge  exclusively  to  Touch  ?     But,  before 
edge  of  extension?  or      entering  on  its  discussion,  it  is  proper  to  state  to 
do  we  not  owe  this  ex-      y0Xl)  \>y  preamble,  what  kind  of  extension  it  is 
ve  y  t^at  tnoge  ^^quI^  vindicate  to  sight,  who  answer 

this  question  in  the  affirmative.  The  whole  primary  objects  of  sight, 
then,  are  colors,  and  extensions,  and  forms  or  figures  of  extension. 
And  here  you  will  observe,  it  is  not  all  kind  of  extension  and  form 
that  is  attributed  to  sight.  It  is  not  figured  extension  in  all  the 
three  dimensions,  but  only  extension  as  involved  in  plane  figures ; 
that  is,  only  length  and  breadth. 

It  has  generally  been  admitted  by  philosophers,  after  Aristotle, 

that  color  is  the  proper  object  of  sight,  and  that 

color  the  proper  o         extension  and  figure,  common  to  siffht  and  touch, 

Ject  of  Sight.      This  . 

generally  admitted.  are  only  accidentally  its  objects,  because  supposed 

in  the  perception  of  color. 

The  first  philosopher,  with  whom  I  am  acquainted,  who  doubted 

or  denied  that  vision  is  conversant  with  extension, 

Berkeley  the  first  to  Berkeley;   but  the  clear  expression  of  his 

deny   that  extension  ..        .  rf.       ,,,.-,-.  *    ,     m, 

object  of  sight.  opinion  is  contained  in  his  Defence  of  the  Theory 

of  Vision,  an  extremely  rare  tract,  which  has 

escaped  the  knowledge  of  all  his  editors  and  biographers,  and  is  con- 
sequently not  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  editions 

Condlllae. 

of  his  collected  works.     It  was  almost  certainly, 
therefore,*  wholly  unknown  to  Coudillac,  who  is  the  next  philoso- 
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pher  who  maintained  the  same  opinion.     This,  however,  he  did  not 
do  either  very  explicitly  or  without  change ;  for  the  new  doctrine 
which  he  hazards  in  his  earlier  work,  in  his  later 
Jjjjj|^,to8,  he  again  tacitly  replaces  by  the  old.1    After  its 

surrender  by  Condillac,  the  opinion  was,  however, 
supported,  as  I  find,  by  Labouliniere.*  Mr.  Stewart  maintains  that 
extension  is  not  an  object  of  sight.  "  I  formerly,"  he  says,  "had  oc- 
casion to  mention  several  instances  of  very  intimate  associations 
formed  between  two  ideas  which  have  no  necessary  connection  with 
each  other.  One  of  the  most  remarkable  is,  that  which  exists  in  every 
person's  mind  between  the  notions  of  color  and  extension.  The 
former  of  these  words  expresses  (at  least  in  the  sense  in  which  we 
commonly  employ  it)  a  sensation  in  the  mind,  the  latter  denotes  a 
quality  of  an  external  object ;  so  that  there  is,  in  fact,  no  more  con- 
nection between  the  two  notions  than  between  those  of  pain  and  of 
solidity ;  and  yet  in  consequence  of  our  always  perceiving  extension 
at  the  same  time  at  which  the  sensation  of  color  is  excited  in  the 
mind,  we  find  it  impossible  to  think  of  that  sensation  without  con- 
ceiving extension  alone  with  it."s    But  before 

Hartleian  School.  °  ° 

and  after  Stewart,  a  doctrine,  virtually  the  same, 
is  maintained  by  the  Hartleian  school ;  who  assert,  as  a  consequence 
of  their  universal  principle  of  association,  that  the  perception  of  color 
suggests  the  notion  of  extension.4 

Then  comes  Dr.  Brown,  who,  in  his  J0ecturesy  after  having  repeat- 
edly asserted,  that  it  is,  and  always  has  been, 
the  universal  opinion  of  philosophers,  that  the 
superficial  extension  of  length  and  breadth  becomes  known  to  us 
by  sight  originally,  proceeds,  as  he  says,  for  the  first  time,  to  con- 
trovert this  opinion;5  though  it  is  wholly  impossible  that  he  could 

l  The  order  of  Condillac's  opinions  is  the  space,  do  we,  by  means  of  that  sensation, 

reverse  of  that  stated  in  the  text.     In  his  aoquire  also  the  proper  idea  of  extension,  as 

earliest  work,  the  Origin*  des  Cbnnoissancts  composed  of  parts  exterior  to  each  other?    In 

Humaines,  part  i.  sect,  vi.,  he  combats  Berke-  other  words,  does  the  sensation  of  different 

ley's  theory  of  vision,  and  maintains  that  colors,  which  is  necessary  to  the  distinction 

extension  exterior  to  the  eye  is  discernible  by  of  parts  at  all,  necessarily  suggest  different 

sight    Subsequently,  in  the  TraiU  des  Sensa-  and  contiguous  localities?    This  question  if 

tions,  part  1.  ch.  xi.,  part  ii.  ch.  iv.  v.,  he  explicitly  answered  in  the  negative  by  Con- 


i  that  the  eye  is  incapable  of  perceiving  dillac,  and  in  the  affirmative  by  Sir  W.  Ham- 
extension  beyond  itself,  and  that  this  Idea  is  ilton.    Cfc  The  Theory  of  Vision  vindicated  and 
originally  due  solely  to  the  sense  of  touch,  explained.    London,  1788.    See  especially,  H 
This  opinion  he  again  repeats  m  VArt  dt  Fen-  41,  42,  44,  46,  46.  —  Ed. 
«r,  part  i.  ch.  xi.    But  neither  Condillac  nor  3  See  R*id?s  Works,  p.  868.— Ed. 
Berkeley  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  color,  re-  8  Elements  of  the  Philosophy  of  the  Human 
garded  as  an  affection  of  the  visual  organism,  Mind,  vol.  i.  chap.  v.  part  ii.  $  1.     Works,  vol. 
is  apprehended  as  absolutely  unextended,  as  ii.  p.  806.    [Cf.  Ibid.,  note  P.— Ed.] 
a  mathematical  point.    Nor  is  this  the  que*-  4  See  Priestley,  Hartley's  Theory,  prop.  «X 
tlon  in  dispute     But  granting,  as  Condillac  James  Mill,  Analysis  of  Human  Mind,  \ol.  i 
in  his  later  view  expressly  asserts,  that  color,  p.  78. —Ed. 
as  a  visual  sensation,  necessarily  occupies  *  Lecture  xxviii.— Sow 
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have  been  ignorant  that  the  same  had  been  done,  at  least  by  Con- 
dillac  and  Stewart.  Brown  himself  however,  was  to  be  treated 
somewhat  in  the  fashion  in  which  he  treats  his  predecessors.  Some 
twenty  years  ago,  there  were  published  the  Lectures  on  Intellectual 
Philosophy^  by  the  late  John  Young,  LL.D., 
Professor  of  Philosophy  in  Belfast  College;  a 
work  which  certainly  shows  considerable  shrewdness  and  ingenuity. 
This  unfortunate  speculator  seems,  however,  to  have  been  feted,  in 
almost  every  instance,  to  be  anticipated  by  Brown ;  and,  as  far  as  I 
have  looked  into  these  Lectures,  I  have  been  amused  with  the 
never-failing  preamble,  —  of  the  astonishment,  the  satisfaction,  and 
so  forth,  which  the  author  expresses  on  finding,  on  the  publication 
of  Brown's  Lectures,  that  the  opinions  which  he  himself  as  he  says, 
had  always  held  and  taught,  were  those  also  which  had  obtained 
the  countenance  of  so  distinguished  a  philosopher.  The  coincidence 
is,  however,  too  systematic  and  precise  to  be  the  effect  of  accident ; 
and  the  identity  of  opinion  between  the  two  doctors  can  only  (plagi- 
arism apart),  be  explained  by  borrowing  from  the  hypothesis  of  a 
Preestablished  Harmony  between  their  minds.1  Of  course,  they 
are  both  at  one  on  the  problem  under  consideration.9 
But  to  return  to  Brown,  by  whom  the  argument  against  the 
common   doctrine    is    most  fully  stated.      He 

Brown  quoted. 

says: 

"The  universal  opinion  of  philosophers  is,  that  it  is  not  color 
merely  which  it  (the  simple  original  sensation  of  vision)  involves, 
but  extension  also,  —  that  there  is  a  visible  figure,  as  well  as  a  tan- 
gible figure,  — and  that  the  visible  figure  involves,  in  our  instant 
original  perception,  superficial  length  and  breadth,  as  the  tangible 
figure,  which  we  learn  to  see,  involves  length,  breadth,  and  thickness. 

"  That  it  is  impossible  for  us,  at  present,  to  separate,  in  the  sensa- 
tion of  vision,  the  color  from  the  extension,  I  admit ;  though  not 
more  completely  impossible,  than  it  is  for  us  to  look  on  the  thou- 
sand feet  of  a  meadow,  and  to  perceive  only  the  small  inch  of 
greenness  on  our  retina ;  and  the  one  impossibility,  as  much  as  the 
other,  I  conceive  to  arise  only  from  intimate  association,  subsequent 
to  the  original  sensations  of  sight.  Nor  do  I  deny,  that  a  certain 
part  of  the  retina  —  which,  being  limited,  must  therefore  have 
figure  —  is  affected  by  the  rays  of  light  that  fall  on  it,  as  a  certain 
breadth  of  nervous  expanse  is  affected  in  all  the  other  organs.     I 

1 1  now  find,  and  have  elsewhere  stated,      ing,  from  the  mom  source,— De  Tracy.    See 
thai  the  similarity  between  these  philosophers      Dissertations  on  Reid,  note  D,  p.  868. 
arises  from  their  borrowing,  I  may  say  steal-         J  See  Young,  Lecture*  on  InteiUctuai  Philoso- 
phy, p.  llfl. 
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contend  only,  that  the  perception  of  this  limited  figure  of  the  por- 
tion of  the  retina  affected,  does  not  enter  into  the  sensation  itself 
more  than,  in  our  sensations  of  any  other  species,  there  is  a  percep- 
tion of  the  nervous  breadth  affected. 

"  The  immediate  perception  of  visible  figure  has  been  assumed  as 
indisputable,  rather  than  attempted  to  be  proved,  —  as  before  the 
time  of  Berkeley,  the  immediate  visual  perception  of  distance,  and 
of  the  three  dimensions  of  matter,  was  supposed,  in  like  manner,  to 
be  without  any  need  of  proof; — and  it  is,  therefore,  impossible  to 
refer  to  arguments  on  the  subject.  I  presume,  however,  that  the 
reasons  which  have  led  to  this  belief  of  the  immediate  perception 
of  a  figure  termed  visible,  as  distinguished  from  that  tangible  figure, 
which  we  learn  to  see,  are  the  following  two, — the  only  reasons 
which  I  can  even  imagine,  —  that  it  is  absolutely  impossible,  in  our 
present  sensations  of  sight,  to  separate  color  from  extension, — and 
that  there  are,  in  fact,  a  certain  length  and  breadth  of  the  retina,  on 
which  the  light  falls."1 

He  then  goes  on  to  argue,  at  a  far  greater  length  than  can  be 
quoted,  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  a  certain 
8nn^otBTOwn*  definite  space,  viz.,  the  extended  retina,  being 
affected  by  certain  sensations,  does  not  necessa- 
rily involve  the  notion  of  extension.  Indeed,  in  all  those  cases  in 
which  it  is  supposed,  that  a  certain  diffusion  of  sensations  excites 
the  notion  of  extension,  it  seems  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  the 
being  knows  already,  that  he  has  an  extended  body,  over  which 
these  sensations  are  thus  diffused.  Nothing  but  ttye  sense  of  touch, 
however,  and  nothing  but  those  kinds  of  touch  which  imply  the 
idea  of  continued  resistance,  can  give  us  any  notion  of  body  at  alL 
All  mental  affections  which  are  regarded  merely  as  feelings  of  the 
mind,  and  which  do  not  give  us  a  conception  of  their  external 
causes,  can  never  be  known  to  arise  from  anything  which  is  ex- 
tended or  solid.  So  far,  however,  is  the  mere  sensation  of  color 
from  being  able  to  produce  this,  that  touch  itself  as  felt  in  many  of 
its  modifications,  could  give  us  no  idea  of  it.  That  the  sensation  of 
color  is  quite  unfit  to  give  us  any  idea  of  extension,  merely  by  its 
being  diffused  over  a  certain  expanse  of  the  retina,  seems  to  be  cor- 
roborated by  what  we  experience  in  the  other  senses,  even  after  we 
are  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  notion  of  extension.  In  hearing, 
for  instance,  a  certain  quantity  of  the  tympanum  of  the  ear  must  be 
affected  by  the  pulsations  of  the  air ;  yet  it  gives  us  no  idea  of  the 
dimensions  of  the  part  affected.  The  same  may,  in  general,  be  said 
of  taste  and  smell. 

1  Led.  xxfac.  p.  186  (edit.  1830).— Ep. 
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Now,  in  all  their  elaborate  argumentation  on  this  subject,  these 
philosophers  seem  never  yet  to  have  seen  the 
The  perception  of      r^  difficulty  of  their  doctrine.    It  can  easily  be 
riv     fa  th  eCe*roe  7      shown  that  the  perception  of  color  involves  the 
tion  of  colon.  perception  of  extension.     It  is  admitted  that 

we  have  by  sight  a  perception  of  colors,  conse- 
quently, a  perception  of  the  difference  of  colors.  But  a  perception 
of  the  distinction  of  colors  necessarily  involves  the  perception  of  a 
discriminating  line ;  for  if  one  color  be  laid  beside  or  upon  another, 
we  only  distinguish  them  as  different  by  perceiving  that  they  limit 
each  other,  which  limitation  necessarily  affords  a  bread thless  line, 
— a  line  of  demarcation.  One  color  laid  upon  another,  in  fact, 
gives  a  line  returning  upon  itself,  that  is,  a  figure.  But  a  line  and 
a  figure  are  modifications  of  extension.  The  perception  of  exten- 
sion, therefore,  is  necessarily  given  in  the  perception  of  colors. 


LECTURE    XXVIII. 

THE  PBESENTATIVE  FACULTY. 

?.  PERCEPTION. —  RELATIONS  OF  SIGHT  AND  TOUCH  TO  EXTENSION. 

hx  my  last  Lecture,  after  showing  you  that  the  vulgar  distribu- 
tion of  the  Senses  into  five,  stands  in  need  of 

Recapitulation.  _     ' 

correction,  and  stating  what  that  correction  is, 
I  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  some  of  the  more  important 
philosophical  problems,  which  arise  out  of  the  relation  of  the  senses 
to  the  elementary  objects  of  Perception. 

I  then  stated  to  you  two  counter-problems  in  relation  to  the 
genealogy  of  our  empirical  knowledge  of  extension ;  and  as,  on  the 
one  hand,  some  philosophers  maintain  that  we  do  not  perceive 
extension  by  the  eye,  but  obtain  this  notion  through  touch,  so,  on 
the  other,  there  are  philosophers  who  hold  that  we  do  not  perceive 
extension  through  the  touch,  but  exclusively  by  the  eye.  The  con- 
sideration of  these  counter-questions  will,  it  is  evident,  involve 
a  consideration  of  the  common  doctrine  intermediate  between  these 
extreme  opinions,  —  that  we  derive  our  knowledge  of  extension 
from  both  senses.  I  keep  aloof  from  this  discussion  the  opinion, 
that  space,  under  which  extension  is  included,  is  not  an  empirical 
or  adventitious  notion  at  all,  but  a  native  form  of  thought;  for 
admitting  this,  still  if  space  be  also  a  necessary  form  of  the  external 
world,  we  shall  also  have  an  empirical  perception  of  it  by  our 
senses,  and  the  question,  therefore,  equally  remains, — Through 
what  sense,  or  senses,  have  we  this  perception? 

In  relation  to  the  first  problem,  I  stated  that  the  position  which 
denies  to  visual  perception  all  cognizance  of  extension,  was  main- 
tained by  Condillac,  by  Labouliniere,  by  Stewart,  by  the  followers 
of  Hartley  (Priestley,  Belsham,  Mill,  etc.),  and  by  Brown,  —  to  say 
nothing  of  several  recent  authors  in  this  country,  and  in  America. 
I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  state  to  you  the  long  process  of  rea- 
soning on  which,  especially  by  Brown,  this  paradox  has  been 
grounded.    It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  there  is  no  reason  whatso- 
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ever  adduced  in  its  support,  which  carries  with  it  the  smallest 
weight.  The  whole  argumentation  in  reply  to  the  objections  sup- 
posed by  its  defenders,  is  in  reply  to  objections  which  no  one,  I 
conceive,  who  understood  his  case,  would  ever  dream  of  advancing; 
while  the  only  objection  which  it  was  incumbent  on  the  advocates 
of  the  paradox  to  have  answered,  is  passed  over  in  total  silence. 

This  objection  is  stated  in  three  words.  All  parties  are,  of 
course,  at  one  in  regard  to  the  fact  that  we  see 

proof  that  sight  is      color     Those  who  hold  th^t  we  see  extension, 

cognisant   of    exten-  -,     .     .,  ,  ,         -,  ,     , 

gio^  admit  that  we  see  it  only  as  colored ;  and  those 

who  deny  us  any  vision  of  extension,  make 
color  the  exclusive  object  of  sight.  In  regard  to  this  first  position, 
all  are,  therefore,  agreed.  Nor  are  they  less  harmonious  in  reference 
to  the  second ;  —  that  the  power  of  perceiving  color  involves  the 
power  of  perceiving  the  differences  of  colors.  By  sight  we,  there- 
fore, perceive  color,  and  discriminate  one  color,  that  is,  one  colored 
body,  —  one  sensation  of  color,  from  another.  This  is  admitted. 
A  third  position  will  also  be  denied  by  none,  that  the  colors  dis- 
criminated in  vision,  are,  or  may  be,  placed  side  by  side  in  imme- 
diate juxtaposition ;  or,  one  may  limit  another  by  being  superin- 
duced partially  over  it.  A  fourth  position  is  equally  indisputable, 
— that  the  contrasted  colors,  thus  bounding  each  other,  will  form 
by  their  meeting  a  visible  line,  and  that,  if  the  superinduced  color 
be  surrounded  by  the  other,  this  line  will  return  upon  itself  and 
thus  constitute  the  outline  of  a  visible  figure. 

These  four  positions  command  a  peremptory  assent ;  they  are  all 
self-evident  But  their  admission  at  once  explodes  the  paradox 
under  discussion.  And  thus:  A  line  is  extension  in  one  dimension, 
—  length;  a  figure  is  extension  in  two,  —  length  and  breadth. 
Therefore,  the  vision  of  a  line  is  a  vision  of  extension  in  length ; 
the  vision  of  a  figure,  the  vision  of  extension  in  length  and  breadth. 
This  is  an  immediate  demonstration  of  the  impossibility  of  the 
opinion  in  question;  and  it  is  curious  that  the  ingenuity  which 
suggested  to  its  supporters  the  petty  and  recondite  objections,  they 
have  so  operosely  combated,  should  not  have  shown  them  this 
gigantic  difficulty,  which  lay  obtrusively  before  them. 

So  far,  in  fact,  is  the  doctrine  which  divorces  the  perceptions  of 

color  and  extension  from  being  true,  that  we 

Extension  cannot      cannot  even  represent  extension  to  the  mind 

mindP«ceept  a/ col-      excePt  **  colored.    When  we  come  to  the  con- 

ond.  sideration    of  the    Representative    Faculty,  — 

Imagination,  —  I  shall  endeavor  to  show  you 

(what  has  not  been  observed  by  psychologists),  that  in  the  repre- 

49 
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sentation, — in  the  imagination,  of  sensible  objects,  we  always 
represent  them  in  the  organ  of  Sense  through 
resented  *in  imaging  which  we  originally  perceived  them.  Thus,  we 
tion,  in  the  organ  of  cannot  imagine  any  particular  odor  but  in  the 
Sense  through  which  nose;  nor  any  sound  but  in  the  ear;  nor  any 
™    •WmUj    per-      ^^  but  in  the  moutn .  an(j  \f  we  wouid  repre- 

oeived  them.  7  «,       ,.  ,     , 

sent  any  pain  we  have  ever  felt,  this  can  only  be 
done  through  the  local  nerves.  In  like  manner,  when  we  imagine 
any  modification  of  light  we  do  so  in  the  eye ;  and  it  is  a  curious 
confirmation  of  this,  as  is  well  known  to  physiologists,  that  when 
not  only  the  external  apparatus  of  the  eye,  which  is  a  mere  me- 
chanical instrument,  but  the  real  organ  of  sight, — the  optic  nerves 
and  their  thalami,  have  become  diseased,  the  patient  loses,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  extent  of  the  morbid  affection,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  the  faculty  of  recalling  visible  phenomena  to  his  mind.  I 
mention  this  at  present  in  order  to  show,  that 
vision,  the  sense  by  Vision  is  not  only  a  sense  competent  to  the  per- 
preeminenee  compe-  ception  of  extension,  but  the  sense  icor  i(oynv, 
tent  to  the  perception  r  ,      .      ,  -,     ,  .     . 

of  extension.  if  not  exclusively,  so  competent,  —  and  this  in 

the  following  manner:  You  either  now  know, 
or  will  hereafter  learn,  that  no  notion,  whether  native  and  general, 
or  adventitious  and  generalized,  can  be  represented  in  imagination, 
except  in  a  concrete  or  singular  example.  For  instance,  you  can- 
not imagine  a  triangle  which  is  not  either  an  equilateral,  or  an 
isosceles,  or  a  scalene,  —  in  short,  some  individual  form  of  a  trian- 
gle ;  nay,  more,  you  cannot  imagine  it,  except  either  large  or  small, 
on  paper,  or  on  a  board,  of  wood  or  of  iron,  white  or  black  or 
green ;  in  short,  except  under  all  the  special  determinations  which 
give  it,  in  thought,  as  in  existence,  singularity  or  individuality. 
The  same  happens,  too,  with  extension.  Space  I  admit  to  be  a 
native  form  of  thought,  —  not  an  adventitious  notion.  We  cannot 
but  think  it.  Yet  I  cannot  actually  represent  space  in  imagination, 
stript  of  all  individualizing  attributes.  In  this  act,  I  can  easily 
annihilate  all  corporeal  existence,  —  I  can  imagine  empty  space. 
But  there  are  two  attributes  of  which  I  cannot  divest  it,  that  is, 
shape  and  color.  This  may  sound  almost  ridiculous  at  first  state- 
ment, but  if  you  attend  to  the  phenomenon,  you  will  soon  be 
satisfied  of  its  truth.  And  first  as  to  shape. 
Space  or  Extension  Your  minds  are  not  infinite,  and  cannot,  there- 
ta^ina^nTi*^  fore»  P°sitivelv  conceive  infinite  space.  Infinite 
ont  shape.  space  is  only  conceived  negatively,  —  only  by 

conceiving  it  inconceivable;  in  other  words,  it 
cannot  be  conceived  at  all.    But  if  we  do  our  utmost  to  realize  this 
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notion  of  infinite  extension  by  a  positive  act  of  imagination,  how 
do  we  proceed  ?  Why,  we  think  out  from  a  centre,  and  endeavor 
to  carry  the  circumference  of  the  sphere  to  infinity.  Bat  by  no 
one  effort  of  imagination  can  we  accomplish  this;  and  as  we  cannot 
do  it  at  once  by  one  infinite  act,  it  would  require  an  eternity  of 
successive  finite  efforts,  —  an  endless  series  of  imaginings  beyond 
imaginings,  to  equalize  the  thought  with  its  object.  The  very 
attempt  is  contradictory.  But  when  we  leave  of£  has  the  imagined 
space  a  shape?  It  has:  for  it  is  finite;  and  a  finite,  that  is,  a 
bounded,  space,  constitutes  a  figure.  What,  then,  is  this  figure? 
It  is  spherical, — necessarily  spherical;  for  as  the  effort  of  imagin- 
ing space  is  an  effort  outwards  from  a  centre,  the  space  represented 
in  imagination  is  necessarily  circular.  If  there  be  no  shape,  there 
has  been  no  positive  imagination ;  and  for  any  other  shape  than  the 
orbicular,  no  reason  can  be  assigned.  Such  is  the  figure  of  space 
in  a  free  act  of  phantasy. 

This,  however,  will  be  admitted  without  scruple ;  for  if  real  space, 
.  as  it  is  well  described  by  St.  Augustin,  be  a  sphere  whose  centre  is 
everywhere,  and  whose  circumference  is  nowhere,1  imagined  space 
may  be  allowed  to  be  a  sphere  whose  circumference  is  represented 
at  any  distance  from  its  centre.     But  will  its  color  be  as  easily  al- 
lowed ?    In  explanation  of  this,  you  will  observe 

Nor  without  color.  ,  _  ,*«  .,-,,,,  *« 

that  under  color  I  of  course  include  black  as  well 
as  white;  the  transparent  as  well  as  the  opaque,  —  in  short,  any 
modification  of  light  or  darkness.  This  being  understood,  I  main- 
tain that  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  figure,  extension,  space,  except 
as  colored  in  some  determinate  mode.  You  may  represent  it  under 
any,  but  you  must  represent  it  under  some,  modification  of  light, 
—  color.     Make  the  experiment,  and  you  will  find  I  am  correct. 

But  I  anticipate  an  objection.    The  non-percep- 

Objection  obviated.  .  -       .r  -       .      ,...A        c   ,.       .    *        -r 

tion  of  color  or  the  inability  of  discriminating 
colors,  is  a  case  of  not  unfrequent  occurrence,  though  the  subjects 
of  this  deficiency  are,  at  the  same  time,  not  otherwise  defective  in 

'      1  The  editors  have  not  been  able  to  disoorer  more  usually  cited  as  a  definition   of  the 

this  postage  in  St.  Augnstin.    As  quoted  in  Deity.    In  this  relation  it  has  been  attributed 

the  text,  with  reference  to  space,  it  closely  to  the  mythical   Hermes  Trlsmegistus  (see 

teaembles  the  words  of  Pascal,  JVm*V«,  part  Alex.  Ales.,  Summa  TheoL  part  i.  qu.  yil. 

i  art.  iv.  (rol.  ii.  p.  64,  edit.  Faugere):  "  Tout  memb.  1),  and  to  Empedocles  (see  Vincentina 

ce  monde  risible  n'est  qu'un  trait  impereepti-  Belloracensis,  Speculum  HistoriaU,  lib.  ii.  e.  1; 

bte  dans  l'ample  sien  de  la  nature.     Nulle  Speculum  NaturaU,  Mb.  1.  c.  i).    Itwasafavor- 

idee  n'en  approobe.    Nous  arons  bean  enfler  ite  expression  with  the  mystics  of  the  middle 

nos  conceptions  audela  des  espaces  imagine-  ages.     See  Mailer,  Christian  Doctrine  of  Sin, 

hies  nous  n'en  fattens  que  des  atomen,  au  prix  vol.  ii.  p.  IS*  (Eng.  transl.).   Some  interesting 

de  la  realtte  dea  ohoses.     Cost  une  sphere  historical  notices  of  this  expression  will  be 

inflnie,  dont  le  centre  est  partont,  la  circon-  found  in  a  learned  note  in  M.  Haret's  edition 

Jerence  nolle  part"    But  the  expression  is  of  Pascal's  FenUe*,  p.  8.— Ed. 
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vision.  In  cases  of  this  description,  there  is,  however,  necessarily  a 
discrimination  of  light  and  shade,  and  the  colors  that  to  ns  appear 
in  all  4i  the  sevenfold  radiance  of  effulgent  light,"  to  them  appear 
only  as  different  gradations  of  clare-ohscure.  Were  this  not  the 
case,  there  could  be  no  vision.  Such  persons,  therefore,  have  still 
two  great  contrasts  of  color,  —  black  and  white,  and  an  indefinite 
number  of  intermediate  gradations,  in  which  to  represent  space  to 
their  imaginations.  Nor  is  there  any  difficulty  in  the  case  of  the 
blind,  the  absolutely  blind,  —  the  blind  from  birth.  Blindness  is  the 
non-perception  of  color ;  the  non-perception  of  color  is  simple  dark- 
ness. The  space,  therefore,  represented  by  the  blind,  if  represented 
at  all,  will  be  represented  black.  Some  modification  of  ideal  light 
or  darkness  is  thus  the  condition  of  the  imagination  of  space*  This 
of  itself  powerfully  supports  the  doctrine,  that  vision  is  conversant 
with  extension  as  its  object.  But  if  the  opinion  I  have  stated  be 
correct,  that  an  act  of  imagination  is  only  realized  through  some 
organ  of  sense,  the  impossibility  of  representing  space  out  of  all 
relation  to  light  and  color  at  once  establishes  the  eye  as  the  appro- 
priate sense  of  extension  and  figure. 

In  corroboration  of  the  general  view  I  have  taken  of  the  relation 

of  Sight  to  extension,  I  may  translate  to  you  a 

D'Aiembert  quoted      passage  by  a  distinguished  mathematician  and 

in  support  of  the  view      philosopher,  who,  in  writing  it,  probably  had  in 

now  given  of  the  relm-        f.  r_      '  '     .      ,  &  ,     /  ,.,/,.„ 

tion  of  sight  to  exten-  nis  e)re  tue  paradoxical  speculation  of  Condillac. 
sion.  *'It  is  certain,"  says  D'Aiembert,1  "that  sight 

alone,  and  independently  of  touch,  affords  us  the 
idea  of  extension ;  for  extension  is  the  necessary  object  of  vision, 
and  we  should  see  nothing  if  we  did  not  see  it  extended.  I  even 
believe  that  sight  must  give  us  the  notion  of  extension  more  readily 
than  touch,  because  sight  makes  us  remark  more  promptly  and  per- 
fectly than  touch,  that  contiguity,  and,  at  the  same  time,  that  dis- 
tinction of  parts  in  which  extension  consists.  Moreover,  vision 
alone  gives  us  the  idea  of  the  color  of  objects.  Let  us  suppose  now 
parts  of  space  differently  colored,  and  presented  to  our  eyes ;  the 
difference  of  colors  will  necessarily  cause  us  to  observe  the  bounda- 
'  ries  or  limits  which  separate  two  neighboring  colors,  and,  conse- 
quently, will  give  us  an  idea  of  figure ;  for  we  conceive  a  figure 
when  we  conceive  a  limitation  or  boundary  on  all  sides." 

I  am  confident,  therefore,  that  we  may  safely  establish  the  conclu- 
sion, that  Sight  is  a  sense  principally  conversant  with  extension; 
whether  it  be  the  only  sense  thus  conversant,  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

1  MSanges,  tv.p.  100.— Ed. 
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I  proceed,  therefore,  to  the  second  of  the  counter-problems* — to 

inquire  whether  Sight  be  exclusively  the  sense 

.  2.  Doe«  Touch  afford      which  affords  us  a  knowledge  of  extension,  or 

n»  an  original  knowl-         whether  it  doe8  ^  Qnly  conjunctly  with  Touch. 
edge  of  extension,  or 

do  ire  owe  this  exoiv-      ^*  soine  philosophers  have  denied  to  vision  all 
sireiy  to  sight?  perception  of  extension  and  figure,  and  given 

this  solely  to  touch,  so  others  have  equally 
refused  this  perception  to  touch,  and  accorded  it  exclusively  to 
vision. 

This  doctrine  is  maintained  among  others  by  Platner,  —  a  man 

no  less  celebrated  as  an  acute  philosopher,  than 

The  affirmative  of      gg  a  learned  physician,  and  an  elegant  scholar, 

naintajmed  ^"^liT      *  8na**  en^eavor  to  render  his  philosophical  Ger- 
£*,,  man  into  intelligible  English,  and  translate  some 

of  the  preliminary  sentences  with  which  he  in- 
troduces a  curious  observation  made  by  him  on  a  blind  subject, 
u  It  is  very  true,  as  my  acute  antagonist  observes, 
that  the  gloomy  extension  which  imagination 
presents  to  us  as  an  actual  object,  is  by  no  means  the  pure  a  priori 
representation  of  space.  It  is  very  true,  that  this  is  only  an  empir- 
ical or  adventitious  image,  which  itself  supposes  the  pure  or  a  priori 
notion  of  space  (or  of  extension),  in  other  words,  the  necessity  to 
think  everything  as  extended.  But  I  did  not  wish  to  explain  the 
origin  of  this  mental  condition  or  form  of  thought  objectively, 
through  the  sense  of  sight,  but  only  to  say  this  much :  —  that  empir. 
ical  space,  empirical  extension,  is  dependent  on  the  sense  of  sight, 
—  that,  allowing  space  or  extension,  as  a  form  of  thought,  to  bg 
in  us,  were  there  even  nothing  correspondent  to  it  out  of  us,  still 
the  unknown  external  things  must  operate  upon  us,  and,  in  fact, 
through  the  sense  of  sight,  do  operate  upon  us,  if  this  unconscious 
form  is  to  be  brought  into  consciousness.'9 

And  after  some  other  observations  he  goes  on :  "In  regard  to  thq 
visionless  representation  of  space  or  extension, — the  attentive  ob- 
servation of  a  person  born  blind,  which  I  formerly  instituted,  in  the 
year  1785,  and,  again,  in  relation  to  the  point  in  question,  have  con- 
tinued for  three  whole  weeks, — this  observation,  I  say,  has  con- 
vinced me,  that  the  sense  of  touch,  by  itself,  is  altogether  incompe- 
tent to  afford  us  the  representation  of  extension  and  space,  and  is 
not  even  cognizant  of  local  exteriority  (oeriliches  Atiseinanderseyn)^ 
in  a  word,  that  a  man  deprived  of  sight  has  absolutely  no  perception 
of  an  outer  world,  beyond  the  existence  of  something  effective,  dif- 
ferent from  his  own  feeling  of  passivity,  and  in  general  only  of  the 
numerical  diversity,  —  shall  I  say  of  impressions,  or  of  things?    In 
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fact,  to  those  born  blind,  time  serves  instead  of  space.  Vicinity  and 
distance  means  in  their  mouths  nothing  more  than  the  shorter  or 
longer  time,  the  smaller  or  greater  number  of  feelings,  which  they 
find  necessary  to  attain  from  some  one  feeling  to  some  other.  That 
a  person  blind  from  birth  employs  the  language  of  vision, — that 
may  occasion  considerable  error,  and  did,  indeed,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  my  observations,  lead  me  wrong ;  but,  in  point  of  fact,  he 
knows  nothing  of  things  as  existing  out  of  each  other ;  and  (this 
in  particular  I  have  very  clearly  remarked),  if  objects,  and  the  parts 
of  his  body  touched  by  them,  did  not  make  different  kinds  of  im- 
pression on  his  nerves  of  sensation,  he  would  take  everything  exter- 
nal for  one  and  the  same.  In  his  own  body  he  absolutely  did  not 
discriminate  head  and  foot  at  all  by  their  distance,  but  merely  by  the 
difference  of  the  feelings  (and  his  perception  of  such  difference  was 
incredibly  fine),  which  he  experienced  from  the  one  and  from  the 
other;  and,  moreover,  through  time.  In  like  manner,  in  external 
bodies,  he  distinguished  their  figure  merely  by  the  varieties  of  im- 
pressed feelings ;  inasmuch,  for  example,  as  the  cube,  by  its  angles, 
affected  his  feeling  differently  from  the  sphere.  No  one  can  con- 
ceive how  deceptive  is  the  use  of  language  accommodated  to  vision. 
When  my  acute  antagonist  appeals  to  Cheseiden's  case,  which  proves 
directly  the  reverse  of  what  it  is  adduced  to  refute,  he  does  not  con- 
sider that  the  first  visual  impressions  which  one  born  blind  receives 
after  couching,  do  not  constitute  vision.  For  the  very  reason,  that 
space  and  extension  are  empirically  only  possible  through  a  percep- 
tion of  sight, — for  that  very  reason,  must  such  a  patient,  after  his 
eyes  are  freed  from  the  cataract,  first  learn  to  live  in  space ;  if  he 
could  do  this  previously,  then  would  not  the  distant  seem  to  him 
near,  —  the  separate  would  not  appear  to  him  as  one.  These  are 
the  grounds  which  make  it  impossible  for  me  to  believe  empirical 
space  in  a  blind  person ;  and  from  these  I  infer,  that  this  form  of 
sensibility,  as  Mr.  Kant  calls  it,  and  which,  in  a  certain  signification, 
may  very  properly  be  styled  a  pure  representation,  cannot  come 
into  consciousness  otherwise  than  through  the  medium  of  our  visual 
perception ;  without,  however,  denying  that  it  is  something  merely 
subjective,  or  affirming  that  sight  affords  anything  similar  to  this 
kind  of  representation.  The  example  of  blind  geometers  would 
likewise  argue  nothing  against  me,  even  if  the  geometers  had  been 
born  blind ;  and  this  they  were  not,  if,  even  in  their  early  infancy, 
they  had  seen  a  single  extended  object."  * 

To  what  Platner  has  here  stated  I  would  add,  from  personal 

1  Philosopkucht  Jphoritmm,  vol.  M  765,  p.  i38  rt  «?  ,  edit  1(98-  —Ed. 
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experiment,  and  observation  upon  others,  that  if  any  one  who  is  not 

blind  will  go  into  a  room  of  an  unusual  shape, 

Ptenomenathatfk-      wnoHy  unknown  to  him,  and  into  which  no  ray 

vorFlatner's  doctrine.  J  '  * 

of  light  is  allowed  to  penetrate,  he  may  grope 
about  for  hours,  —  he  may  touch  and  manipulate  every  side  and 
corner  of  it ;  still,  notwithstanding  every  endeavor,  —  notwithstand- 
ing all  the  previous  subsidiary  notions  he  brings  to  the  task,  he 
will  be  unable  to  form  any  correct  idea  of  the  room.  In  like  man* 
ner,  a  blind-folded  person  will  make  the  most  curious  mistakes  in 
regard  to  the  figure  of  objects  presented  to  him,  if  these  are  of  any 
considerable  circumference.  But  if  the  sense  of  touch  in  such  favor- 
able circumstances  can  effect  so  little,  how  much  less  could  it  afford 
us  any  knowledge  of  forms,  if  the  assistance  which  it  here  brings 
with  it  from  our  visual  conceptions,  were  wholly  wanting  ? 
This  view  is,  I  think,  strongly  confirmed  by  the  famous  case  of  a 

young  gentleman,  blind  from  birth,  couched  by 
Supported  also  by      Cheselden;— a  case  remarkable  for  being  per- 

Cheselden's    case     of,  _    _ 7  ,,.         ,.,, 

couching,  haps,  of  those  cured,  that  m  which  the  cataract 

was  most  perfect  (it  only  allowed  of  a  distinc- 
tion of  light  and  darkness) ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  in  which  the 
phaenomena  have  been  most  distinctly  described.  In  this  latter 
respect,  it  is,  however,  very  deficient ;  and  it  is  saying  but  little  in 
favor  of  the  philosophical  acumen  of  medical  men,  that  the  narra- 
tive of  this  case,  with  all  its  faults,  is,  to  the  present  moment,  the 
one  most  to  be  relied  on. 1 

Now  I  contend  (though  I  am  aware  I  have  high  authority  against 
me),  that  if  a  blind  man  had  been  able  to  form  a  conception  of  a 
square  or  globe  by  mere  touch,  he  would,  on  first  perceiving  them 
by  sight,  be  able  to  discriminate  them  from  each  other ;  *  for  this 
supposes  only  that  he  had  acquired  the  primary  notions  of  a  straight 
and  of  a  curved  line.  Again,  if  touch  afforded  us  the  notion  of 
space  or  extension  in  general,  the  patient,  on  obtaining  sight,  woidd 
certainly  be  able  to  conceive  the  possibility  of  space  or  extension 
beyond  the  actual  boundary  of  his  vision.  But  of  both  of  these 
Cheselden's  patient  was  found  incapable.  As  it  is  a  celebrated  case, 
I  shall  quote  to  you  a  few  passages  in  illustration :  you  will  find  it 
at  large  in  the  Philosophical  Transactions  for  the  year  1728. 

"  Though  we  say  of  this  gentleman,  that  he  was  blind,"  observes 
Mr.  Cheselden,  "ai  we  do  of  all  people  who  have  ripe  cataracts;  yet 

1  8ea  Nunneley,  On  tkt  Organs  of  Vision,  p.  9  On  this  question,  Me  Locke,  Essay  on  tks 
81  (1858),  for  a  recent  ca*e  of  coaching,  with  Human  Understanding,  11. 9;  and  Sir.  W.  Ham- 
earefal  obserrationa.  —  Ed.  Uton'a  note,  ReuVs  Works,  p.  187.— Ed. 


392  METAPHYSICS.  Lect.  XXVUL 

they  are  never  go  blind  from  that  cause  but  that  they  can  discern 
_  day  from  night;  and  for  the  most   part,  in  a 

Cheaelden  quoted.  r 

strong  light,  distinguish  black,  white,  and  scarlet  j 

but  they  cannot  perceive  the  shape  of  anything ;  for  the  light  by 

which  these  perceptions  are  made,  being  let  in  obliquely  through  the 

aqueous  humor,  or  the  anterior  surface  of  the  crystalline  (by  which 

the  rays  cannot  be  brought  into  a  focus  upon  the  retina),  they  can 

discern  in  no  other  manner  than  a  sound  eye  can  through  a  glass 

of  broken  jelly,  where  a  great  variety  of  surfaces  so  differently 

refract  the  light,  that  the  several  distinct  pencils  of  rays  cannot  be 

collected  by  the  eye  into  their  proper  foci ;  wherefore  the  shape  of 

an  object  in  such  a  case  cannot  be  at  all  discerned,  though  the  color 

may ;  and  thus  it  was  with  this  young  gentleman,  who,  though  he 

knew  those  colors  asunder  in  a  good  light,  yet  when  he  saw  them 

after  he  was  couched,  the  faint  ideas  he  had  of  them  before  were  not 

sufficient  for  him  to  know  them  by  afterwards;  and  therefore  he 

did  not  think  them  the  same  which  he  had  before  known  by  those 

names." 

****** 

"  When  he  first  saw,  he  was  so  far  from  making  any  judgment 
about  distances,  that  he  thought  all  objects  whatever  touched  his 
eyes  (as  he  •  expressed  it)  as  what  he  felt  did  his  skin ;  and  thought 
so  objects  so  agreeable  as  those  which  were  smooth  and  regular, 
though  ho  could  form  no  judgment  of  their  shape,  or  guess  what  it 
was  in  any  object  that  was  pleasing  to  him.  He  knew  not  the  shape 
of  anything,  nor  any  one  thing  from  another,  however  different  in 
shape  or  magnitude :  but  upon  being  told  what  things  were,  whose 
form  he  before  knew  from  feeling,  he  would  carefully  observe,  that 
he  might  know  them  again ;  but  having  too  many  objects  to  learn  at 
once,  he  forgot  many  of  them ;  and  (as  he  said)  at  first  learned  to 
know,  and  again  forgot  a  thousand  things  in  a  day.  One  particular 
only  (though  it  may  appear  trifling)  I  will  relate :  Having  often  for- 
got which  was  the  cat,  and  which  the  dog,  he  was  ashamed  to  ask ; 
but  catching  the  cat  (which  he  knew  by  feeling)  he  was  observed  to 
look  at  her  steadfastly,  and  then  setting  her  down,  said, '  So,  puss !  I 
shall  know  you  another  time.' " 

****** 

u  We  thought  he  soon  knew  what  pictures  represented  which  were 
showed  to  him,  but  we  found  afterwards  we  were  mistaken;  for 
about  two  months  after  he  was  couched,  he  discovered  at  once  they 
represented  solid  bodies,  when,  to  that  time,  he  considered  them  only 
as  parti-colored  plains,  or  surfaces  diversified  with  variety  of  paints ; 
but  even  then  he  was  no  less  surprised,  expecting  the  pictures  would 
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feel  like  the  things  they  represented,  and  was  amazed  when  he  found 
those  parts,  which  by  their  light  and  shadow  appeared  now  round 
and  uneven,  felt  only  flat  like  the  rest ;  and  asked  which  was  the 
lying  sense,  feeling  or  seeing.9' l 

The  whole  of  this  matter  is  still  enveloped  in  great  uncertainty, 
and  I  should  be  sorry  either  to  dogmatize  myself, 

^  AtttlK>r  Pf0**"      or  to  advise  you  to  form  any  decided  opinion, 

sea  no  decided  opinion        .^.  "  .  *  * 

ontheqnertion.  Without,  however,  going  the  length  of  Platner, 

in  denying  the  possibility  of  a  geometer  blind 
from  birth,  we  may  allow  this,  and  yet  vindicate  exclusively  to  sight 
the  power  of  affording  us  our  empirical  notions  of  space.  The 
explanation  of  this  supposes,  however,  an  acquaintance  with  the 
doctrine  of  pure  or  a  priori  space  as  a  form  of  thought ;  it  must, 
therefore,  for  the  present  be  deferred. 

The  last  question  on  which  I  shall  touch,  and  with  which  I  shall 

conclude  the  consideration  of  Perception  in  gen* 

How  do  we  obtain      eral    ijS_How  do  we  obtain  our  knowledge  of 

our  knowledge  of  Vis-  7      .L.  .         ...  . 

uai  Distance?  Visual  Distance  r    Is  this  original,  or  acquired  ? 

vjraai  distance,  be-  With  regard  to  the  method  by  which  we  judge 

fcre  Berkeley,  regard-      0f  distance,  it  was  formerly  supposed  to  depend 

ad  as  an  original  per-  .    .      ,  ,  ^    .  .       .  r_  ^ 

ception.  upon  an  original  law  of  the  constitution,  and  to 

be  independent  of  any  knowledge  gained  through 
the  medium  of  the  external  senses.  This  opinion  was  attacked  by 
Berkeley  in  his  New  T/ieory  of  Vision,  one  of  the  finest  examples, 
as  Dr.  Smith  justly  observes,  of  philosophical  analysis  to  be  found  in 
our  own  or  in  any  other  language ;  and  in  which  it  appears  most 
clearly  demonstrated,  that  our  whole  information  on  this  subject  is 
acquired  by  experience  and  association.  This  conclusion  is  supported 
by  many  circumstances  of  frequent  occurrence,  in  which  we  fell  into 
the  greatest  mistakes  with  respect  to  the  distance  of  objects,  when 
we  form  our  judgment  solely  from  the  visible  impression  made  upon 
the  retina,  without  attending  to  the  other  circumstances  which  ordi- 
narily direct  us  in  forming  our  conclusions.  It  also  obtains  confirma- 
tion from  the  case  of  Cheselden,  which  I  have  already  quoted.  It 
clearly  appears  that,  in  the  first  instance  the  patient  had  no  correct 
ideas  of  distance ;  and  we  are  expressly  told  that  he  supposed  all 
objects  to  touch  the  eye,  until  he  learned  to  correct  his  visible,  by 
means  of  his  tangible,  impressions,  and  thus  gradually  to  acquire 
more  correct  notions  of  the  situation  of  surrounding  bodies  with 
respect  to  his  own  person. 


1  See  Adam  Smith's  Essays  on  Philosophical  Subjects.     [Pp.  294,  295,  296,  edit.  1800.    C£ 
Said's  Works,  note,  p.  187  —  £d.] 
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On  the  hypothesis  that  our  ideas  of  distance  are  acquired,  it  re- 
mains for  ns  to  investigate  the  circumstances 
circumstances  which      which  assist  us  in  forming  our  judgment  respects 

assist  as  in  forming  jng  them  We  shM  fin<j  that  th  ma  fee  ar- 
onr  Judgment  respect-  ,         ,  .        .  A    .  _  ,' 

ing  visual  dirtancede-  ranged  under  two  heads,  some  of  them  depend- 
pend,  l.  On  certain  ing  upon  certain  states  of  the  eye  itself,  and  oth- 
states  of  the  eye.  era  upon  various  accidents  that  occur  in  the 

appearance  of  the  objects.  With  respect  to  dis- 
tances that  are  so  short  as  to  require  the  adjustment  of  the  eye  in 
order  to  obtain  distinct  vision,  it  appears  that  a  certain  voluntary 
effort  is  necessary  to  produce  the  desired  effect :  this  effort,  whatever , 
may  be  its  nature,  causes  a  corresponding  sensation,  the  amount  of 
which  we  learn  by  experience  to  appreciate ;  and  thus,  through  the 
medium  of  association,  we  acquire  the  power  of  estimating  the  dis- 
tance with  sufficient  accuracy. 

When  objects  are  placed  at  only  a  moderate  distance,  but  not  such 
as  to  require  the  adjustment  of  the  eye,  in  directing  the  two  eyes  to 
the  object  we  incline  them  inwards ;  as  is  the  case  likewise  with  very 
short  distances :  so  that  what  are  termed  the  axes  of  the  eyes,  if  pro- 
duced, would  make  an  angle  at  the  object,  the  angle  varying  inversely 
as  the  distance.  Here,  as  in  the  former  case,  we  have  certain  percep- 
tions excited  by  the  muscular  efforts  necessary  to  produce  a  proper 
inclination  of  the  axes,  and  these  we  learn  to  associate  with  certain 
distances.  As  a  proof  that  this  is  the  mode  by  which  we  judge  of 
those  distances  where  the  optic  axes  form  an  appreciable  angle,  when 
the  eyes  are  both  directed  to  the  same  object,  while  the  effort  of 
adjustment  is  not  perceptible,  —  it  has  been  remarked,  that  persons 
who  are  deprived  of  the  sight  of  one  eye*  are  incapable  of  forming 
a  correct  judgment  in  this  case. 

When  we  are  required  to  judge  of  still  greater  distances,  where 
the  object  is  so  remote  as  that  the  axes  of  the 

2.  On  certain  condi-        ^wQ  ^^  ftre  parajje^  we  ^  no  lODger  able  to 

form  our  opinion  from  any  sensation  in  the  eye 
itself.  In  this  case,  we  have  recourse  to  a  variety  of  circumstances 
connected  with  the  appearance  of  the  object ;  for  example,  its  appar- 
ent size,  the  distinctness  with  which  it  is  seen,  the  vividness  of  its 
colors,  the  number  of  intervening  objects,  and  other  similar  acci- 
dents, all  of  which  obviously  depend  upon  previous  experience,  and  * 
which  we  are  in  the  habit  of  associating  with  different  distances, 
without,  in  each  particular  case,  investigating  the  cause  on  which  our 
judgment  is  founded. 

The  conclusions  of  science  seem  in  this  case  to  be  decisive;  and 
yet  the  whole  question  is  thrown  into  doubt  by  the  analogy  of  the 
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lower  animals.    If  in  man  the  perception  of  distance  be  not  origi- 
nal but  acquired,  the  perception  of  distance  must 
Berkeley's    proof       De  aigQ  acquired  by  them.    Bujt  as  this  is  not  the 
thrown  into  doubt  by      cftge  .    regar<j  to  animals,  this  confirms  the  rea- 

the    analogy   of   the  .  °  ^  . 

lower  animals.  soning  of  those  who  would  explain  the  percep- 

tion  of  distance  in  man,  as  an  original,  not  as  an 
acquired,  knowledge.  That  the  Berkeleian  doctrine  is  opposed  by 
the  analogy  of  the  lower  animals,  is  admitted  by  one  of  its  most 
intelligent  supporters, — Dr.  Adam  Smith.1 

"  That,  antecedent  to  all  experience,"  says  Smith,  "  the  young  of 
at  least  the  greater  part  of  animals  possess  some 

Adam  Smith  quoted.         ...  •  i«    t  •      1  •     i  i 

instinctive  perception  of  this  kind,  seems  abun- 
dantly evident.  The  hen  never  feeds  her  young  by  dropping  the 
food  into  their  bills,  as  the  linnet  and  the  thrush  feed  theirs.  Almost 
as  soon  as  her  chickens  are  hatched,  she  does  not  feed  them,  but  car- 
ries them  to  the  field  to  feed,  where  they  walk  about  at  their  ease, 
it  would  seem,  and  appear  to  have  the  most  distinct  perception  of 
all  the  tangible  objects  which  surround  them.  We  may  often  see 
them,  accordingly,  by  the  straightest  road,  run  to  and  pick  up  any 
little  grains  which  she  shows  them,  even  at  the  distance  of  several 
yards ;  and  they  no  sooner  come  into  the  light  than  they  seem  to 
understand  this  language  of  Vision  as  well  as  they  ever  do  afterwards. 
The  young  of  the  partridge  and  the  grouse  seem  to  have,  at  the  same 
early  period,  the  most  distinct  perceptions  of  the  same  kind.  The 
young  partridge,  almost  as  soon  as  it  comes  from  the  shell,  runs 
about  among  long  grass  and  corn,  the  young  grouse  among  long 
heath ;  and  would  both  most  essentially  hurt  themselves  if  they  had 
not  the  most  acute  as  well  as  distinct  perception  of  the  tangible 
objects  which  not  only  surround  them  but  press  upon  them  on  all 
sides.  This  is  the  case,  too,  with  the  young  of  the  goose,  of  the 
duck,  and,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  observe,  with  those  of  at 
least  the  greater  part  of  the  birds  which  make  their  nests  upon  the 
ground,  with  the  greater  part  of  those  which  are  ranked  by  Linnaeus 
in  the  orders  of  the  hen  cud  the  goose,  and  of  many  of  those  long- 
shanked  and  wading  birds  which  he  places  in  the  order  that  he  dis- 
tinguishes by  the  name  of  Grails. 

***** 

"  It  seems  difficult  to  suppose  that  man  is  the  only  animal  of  which 
the  young  are  not  endowed  with  some  instinctive  perception  of  this 
kind.  The  young  of  the  human  species,  however,  continue  so  long 
in  a  state  of  entire  dependency,  they  must  be  so  long  carried  about 
in  the  arms  of  their  mothers  or  of  their  nurses,  that  such  an  instinc- 

1  See  Buays—  O/tJu  Bxttmal  Stnus,  p.  299-304,  edit.  1800. —Ed. 
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tive  perception  may  seem  less  necessary  to  them  than  to  any  other 
race  of  animals.  Before  it  could  be  of  any  use  to  them,  observation 
and  experience  may,  by  the  known  principle  of  the  association  of 
ideas,  have  sufficiently  connected  in  their  young  minds  each  visible 
object  with  the  corresponding  tangible  one  which  it  is  fitted  to  rep- 
resent. Nature,  it  may  be  said,  never  bestows  upon  any  animal  any 
faculty  which  is  not  either  necessary  or  useful,  and  an  instinct  of  this 
kind  would  be  altogether  useless  to  an  animal  which  must  necessarily 
acquire  the  knowledge  which  the  instinct  is  given  to  supply,  long 
before  that  instinct  could  be  of  any  use  to  it.  Children,  however, 
appear  at  so  very  early  a  period  to  know  the  distance,  the  shape,  and 
magnitude  of  the  different  tangible  objects  which  are  presented  to 
them,  that  I  am  disposed  to  believe  that  even  they  may  have  some 
instinctive  perception  of  this  kind ;  though  possibly  in  a  much  weaker 
degree  than  the  greater  part  of  other  animals.  A  child  that  is 
scarcely  a  month  old,  stretches  out  its  hands  to  feel  any  little  play* 
thing  that  is  presented  to  it.  It  distinguishes  its  nurse,  and  the  other 
people  who  are  much  about  it,  from  strangers.  It  clings  to  the  for- 
mer, and  turns  away  from  the  latter.  Hold  a  small  looking-glass 
before  a  child  of  not  more  than  two  or  three  months  old,  and  it  will 
stretch  out  its  little  arms  behind  the  glass,  in  order  to  feel  the  child 
which  it  sees,  and  which  it  imagines  is  at  the  back  of  the  glass.  It 
is  deceived,  no  doubt ;  but  even  this  sort  of  deception  sufficiently 
demonstrates  that  it  has  a  tolerably  distinct  apprehension  of  the 
ordinary  perspective  of  Vision,  which  it  cannot  well  have  learnt  from 
observation  and  experience." 


LECTURE    XXIX. 

THE   PRESENTATIVE   FACULTY. 

IX.  8ELF-CON8CIOU8NBS8, 

Havtwg,  in  our  last  Lecture,  concluded  the  consideration  of  Exter- 

Recioit  ifttio  na^  PerceP^on?  I  lnav  now  briefly  recapitulate 

Principal  points  of      certain  results  of  the  discussion,  and  state  in  what 

difference  between  the      principal  respects  the  doctrine  I  would  maintain, 

Author's  doctrine  of      differs  from  that  of  Reid  and  Stewart,  whom  I 

of  filkL  and  Stewart       suppose  always  to  hold,  in  reality,  the  system  of 

an  Intuitive  Perception. 

In  the  first  place, — in  regard  to  the  relation  of  the  external  object 

to  the  senses.    The  general  doctrine  on  this  sub- 

1.  in  regard  to  the      ject  js  t^U8  given  by  Reid :  "  A  law  of  our  nature 

relation  of  the  ester*  j*  *•       •     *t  *  v 

mai  ohjeet  to  the  aea-      regarding  perception  is,  that  we  perceive  no  ob- 

aes.  ject,  unless  some  impression  is  made  upon  the 

organ  of  sense,  either  by  the  immediate  applica- 
tion of  the  object,  or  by  some  medium  which  passes  between  the 
object  and  the  organ.  In  two  of  our  senses,  viz.,  Touch  and  Taste, 
there  must  be  an  immediate  application  of  the  object  to  the  organ. 
In  the  other  three,  the  object  is  perceived  at  a  distance,  but  still  by 
means  of  a  medium,  by  which  some  impression  is  made  upon  the 
organ."  * 

Now  this,  I  showed  you,  is  incorrect.  The  only  object  ever  per- 
ceived is  the  object  in  immediate  contact,  —  in  immediate  relation, 
with  the  organ.  What  Reid,  and  philosophers  in  general,  call  the 
distant  object,  is  wholly  unknown  to  Perception ;  by  reasoning  we 
may  connect  the  object  perceived  with  certain  antecedents,  —  certain 
causes ;  but  these,  as  the  result  of  an  inference,  cannot  be  the  objects 
of  perception.  The  only  objects  of  perception  are  in  all  the  senses 
equally  immediate.  Thus  the  object  of  my  vision  at  present  is  not 
the  paper  or  letters  at  a  foot  from  my  eye,  but  the  rays  of  light  re- 
flected from  these  upon  the  retina.    The  object  of  your  hearing  is 

1  htietlectwil  Powert,  Essay  ii.  o.  il.    [  Works,  p.  217.  —  Ed.] 
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not  the  vibrations  of  my  larynx,  nor  the  vibrations  of  the  interven- 
ing air ;  but  the  vibrations  determined  thereby  in  the  cavity  of  the 
internal  ear,  and  in  immediate  contact  with  the  auditory  nerves.  In 
both  senses,  the  external  object  perceived  is  the  last  effect  of  a  series 
of  unperceived  causes.  But  to  call  these  nnperoeived  causes  the 
olject  of  perception,  and  to  call  the  perceived  effect, — the  real 
object,  only  the  medium  of  perception,  is  either  a  gross  error  or  an 
unwarrantable  abuse  of  language.  My  conclu- 
in  an  the  moms,  the      gjon  •    therefore,  that,  in  all  the  senses,  the  ex- 

externa)  object  in  eom-  _ '       .  .     .  .  ,       .  f 

tact  with  the  organ.         ternal  object  is  in  contact  with  the  organ,  and 

thus,  in  a  certain  signification,  all  the  senses  are 

only  modifications  of  Touch.    This  is  the  simple  fact,  and  any  other 

statement  of  it  is  either  the  effect  or  the  cause  of  misconception. 

In  the  second  place,  —  in  relation  to  the  number  and  consecution 

of  the  elementary  phenomena,  — it  is,  and  must 

a.  in  wgard  to  the      ^  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  perception  must 

number  and  conaecn-        ,  j    j    i_  •  •  *  -i_  *.<■ 

tion  of  the  elementary  be  Preceded  hY  *»  impression  of  the  external 
object  on  the  sense;  in  other  words,  that  the 
material  reality  and  the  organ  must  be  ^brought 
into  contact,  previous  to,  and  as  the  condition  of,  an  act  of  this  fac- 
ulty. On  this  point  there  can  be  no  dispute.  But  the  case  is  differ- 
ent in  regard  to  the  two  following.  It  is  asserted  by  philosophers  in 
general :  —  1°.  That  the  impression  made  on  the  organ  must  be  propa- 
gated to  the  brain,  before  a  cognition  of  the  object 

Common  doctrine  of       tatefl  jjfa^  Jn  the  m[n^  —  in  other  W0rd8,  that 

tag  "the*  oTgwkMtaJ  an  orgai"c  action  must  precede  and  determine 
prewion.  the  intellectual  action ;  and,  2°.  That  Sensation 

Proper  precedes  Perception  Proper.  In  regard 
to  the  former  assertion,  —  if  by  this  were  only  meant,  that  the  mind 
does  not  perceive  external  objects  out  of  relation  to  its  bodily  organs, 
and  that  the  relation  of  the  object  to  the  organism,  as  the  condition 
of  perception,  must,  therefore,  in  the  order  of  nature,  be  viewed  as 

prior  to  the  cognition  of  that  relation, — no  ob- 

In  what  reapect  in-        je(jtion  ooujd  be  made  to  the  statement.      But  if 
accurate.  *' 

it  be  intended,  as  it  seems  to  be,  that  the  organic 
affection  precedes  in  the  order  of  time  the  intellectual  cognition,  — 
of  this  we  have  no  proof  whatever.  The  fact  as  stated  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  of  an  intuitive  perception ;  for  if  the 
organic  affection  were  chronologically  prior  to  the  act  of  knowledge, 
the  immediate  perception  of  an  object  different  from  our  bodily 
senses  would  be  impossible,  and  the  external  world  would  thus  be 
represented  only  in  the  subjective  affections  of  our  own  organism. 
It  is,  therefore,  more  correct  to  hold,  that  the  corporeal  move- 
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ment  and  the  mental  perception  are  simultaneous;  and  in  place  of 
holding  that  the  intellectual  action  commences  after  the  bodily  has 
terminated, — in  place  of  holding  that  the  mind  is  connected  with 
the  body  only  at  the  central  extremity  of  the  nervous  system,  it  is 
more  simple  and  philosophical  to  suppose  that  it  is  united  with  the 
nervous  system  in  its  whole  extent.    The  mode  of  this  union  is  of 
course  inconceivable :  but  the  latter  hypothesis  of  union  is  not  more 
inconceivable  than  the  former;  and,  while  it  has  the  testimony  of 
consciousness  in  its  favor,  it  is  otherwise  not  obnoxious  to  many  seri- 
ous objections  to  which  the  other  is  exposed. 
In  regard  to  the  latter  assertion,  —  viz.,  that  a  perception  proper 
is  always  preceded  by  a  sensation  proper,  —  this, 
Relation  of  Senear      tnougn  maintained  by  Reid  and  Stewart,  is  even 

Hon  proper  to  Teroep-  •<•    *i  *u        *u     r 

tion  proper.  more  manifestly  erroneous  than  the  former  asser- 

tion, touching  the  precedence  of  an  organic  to  a 
mental  action.  In  summing  up  Reid's  doctrine  of  Perception,  Mr. 
Stewart  says:  uTo  what  does  the  statement  of  Reid  amount? 
Merely  to  this :  that  the  mind  is  so  formed,  that  certain  impressions 
produced  on  our  organs  of  sense  by  external  objects,  are  followed  by 
correspondent  sensations ;  and  that  these  sensations  (which  have  no 
more  resemblance  to  the  qualities  of  matter,  than  the  words  of  a 
language  have  to  the  things  they  denote)  are  followed  by*  a  percep- 
tion of  the  existence  and  qualities  of  the  bodies  by  which  the  impres- 
sions are  made."  *  You  will  find  in  Reid's  own  works  expressions 
which,  if  taken  literally,  would  make  us  believe  that  he  held  percep- 
tion to  be  a  mere  inference  from  sensation.  Thus :  "  Observing  that 
the  agreeable  sensation  is  raised  when  the  rose  is  near,  and  ceases 
when  it  is  removed,  I  am  led,  by  my  nature,  to  conclude  some  qual- 
ity to  be  in  the  rose,  which  is  the  cause  of  this  sensation.  This 
quality  in  the  rose  is  the  object  perceived  ;  and  that  act  of  my  mind, 
by  which  I  have  the  conviction  and  belief  of  this  quality,  is  what  in 
this  case  I  call  perception,"  *  I  have,  however,  had  frequent  occasion 
to  show  yon  that  we  must  not  always  interpret  Reid's  expressions 
very  rigorously ;  and  we  are  often  obliged  to  save  his  philosophy 
from  the  consequences  of  his  own  loose  and  ambiguous  language.  In 
the  present  instance,  if  Reid  were  taken  at  his  word,  his  perception 
would  be  only  an  instinctive  belief,  consequent  on  a  sensation,  that 
there  is  some  unknown  external  quality  the  cause  of  the  sensation. 
Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  there  is  no  more  ground  for  holding  that 
sensation  precedes  perception,  than  for  holding  that  perception  pre- 
cedes sensation.  In  fact,  both  exist  only  as  they  coexist.  They  do 
not  indeed  always  coexist  in  the  same  degree  of  intensity,  but  they 

1  Element^  vol.  1.  o.  li.  {  8.  Work*,  vol.  11.  p.  111.       8  InteU.  Powers,  Esmj  II.  ©.  xvi.   Works,  p.  810 
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are  equally  original ;  and  it  is  only  by  an  act,  not  of  the  easiest  ab- 
straction, that  we  are  able  to  discriminate  them  scientifically  from 
each  other.1 
So  much  for  the  first  of  the  two  faculties  by  which  we  acquire 
_  ^    ,  M      knowledge, — the  faculty  of  External  Perception. 

The  ftcultj  of  Self-        m,  °7     «   ,  -       ,  .      .    «  i-  . 

ConBcioumea*.  Ane  8ec0Dd  ot  these  faculties  is  Self-consciousness, 

which  has  likewise  received,  among  others,  the 
name  of  Internal  or  Reflex  Perception.  This  faculty  will  not  occupy 
us  long,  as  the  principal  questions  regarding  its  nature  and  operation 
have  been  already  considered,  in  treating  of  Consciousness  in  gen- 
eral.* 
I  formerly  showed  you  that  it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  Percep- 
tion, or  the  other  Special  Faculties,  from  Con- 

Seif-ConMioomeM  a      sciousness, — in  other  words,  to  reduce  Conscious- 
branch  of  the  Preaen-  '  ^ 
tative Faculty.                ness  itself  to  a  special  faculty;  and  that  the 

attempt  to  do  so  by  the  Scottish  philosophers 
is  self-contradictory.  *  I  stated  to  you,  however,  that  though  it  be 
incompetent  to  establish  a  faculty  for  the  immediate  knowledge  of 
the  external  world,  and  a  faculty  for  the  immediate  knowledge  of 
the  interna],  as  two  ultimate  powers,  exclusive  of  each  other,  and  not 
merely  subordinate  forms  of  a  higher  immediate  knowledge,  under 
which  they  are  comprehended  or  carried  up  into  one,  —  I  stated,  I 
say,  that  though  the  immediate  knowledges  of  matter  and  of  mind 
are  still  only  modifications  of  consciousness,  yet  that  their  discrimi- 
nation, as  subaltern  faculties,  is  both  allowable  and  convenient.  Ac- 
cordingly, in  the  scheme  which  I  gave  you  of  the  distribution  of 
Consciousness  into  its  special  modes,  —  I  distinguished  a  faculty  of 
External,  and  a  faculty  of  Internal,  Apprehension,  constituting  to- 
gether a  more  general  modification  of  consciousness,  which  I  called 
the  Acquisitive  or  Presentative  or  Receptive  Faculty. 
In  regard  to  Self-consciousness,  —  the  faculty  of  Internal  Experi- 
ence, —  philosophers  have  been  far  more  harnio- 
Phiiogophen  lea  di-  nious  than  in  regard  to  External  Perception.  In 
vided  in  their  opin-      ^  their  differences  touching  this  faculty  origi- 

ions    touching    Self-  ^  _         .       ,  ,....*,  ■. 

con*ciou«ne«  than  in  nate  rather  m  the  ambiguities  of  language,  and 
regard  to  Perception.  the  different  meanings  attached  to  the  same  form 
of  expression,  than  in  any  fundamental  opposition 
of  opinion  in  regard  to  its  reality  and  nature.  It  is  admitted  equally 
by  all  to  exist  and  to  exist  as  a  source  of  knowledge ;  and  the  sup- 
posed differences  of  philosophers  in  this  respect,  are,  as  I  shall  show 
you,  mere  errors  in  the  historical  statement  of  their  opinions. 

l  Compare  ReitPt  Works,  Note  D*,  p.  882         *  See  above,  lect.  xi.  et  seq.  —  Ed. 
ttteq.  —  l&D.  •  See  above,  leet.  xiii.  p.  166,  «*  m?.  —  Ex>. 
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The  sphere  and  character  of  this  faculty  of  acquisition,  will  be 

best  illustrated  by  contrasting  it  with  the  other. 

Seif-coniciouraeffl      Perception  is  the  power  by  which  we  are  made 

contrasted  with  Per-  /.    ,         ,  i    ,  ,  ,, 

oeption.  Their  funda-      aware  of  the  phenomena  of  the  external  world ; 
mental  form*.  Self-consciousness  the  power  by  which  we  appre- 

hend the  phenomena  of  the  internal.  The  ob- 
jects of  the  former  are  all  presented  to  us  in  Space  and  Time ;  space 
and  time  are  thus  the  two  conditions,  —  the  two  fundamental  forms, 
of  external  perception.  The  objects  of  the  latter  are  all  apprehended 
by  us  in  Time  and  in  Self;  time  and  self  are  thus  the  two  conditions, 
— the  two  fundamental  forms,  of  Internal  Perception  or  Self-con- 
sciousness. Time  is  thus  a  form  or  condition  common  to  both  facul* 
ties ;  while  space  is  a  form  peculiar  to  the  one,  self  a  form  peculiar 
to  the  other.  What  I  mean  by  the  form  or  con- 
form of  iiftcuit  Y  *  dition  of  a  faculty,  is  that  frame,  —  that  setting 
(if  I  may  so  speak),  out  of  which  no  object  cfcn 
be  known.  Thus  we  only  know,  through  Self-consciousness,  the 
phenomena  of  the  internal  world,  as  modifications  of  the  indivisible 
ego  or  conscious  unit ;  we  only  know,  through  Perception,  the  phe- 
nomena of  the  external  world,  under  space,  or  as  modifications  of 
the  extended  and  divisible  non-ego  or  known  plurality.  That  the 
forms  are  native,  not  adventitious,  to  the  mind,  is  involved  in  their 
necessity.  What  I  cannot  but  think,  must  be  a  priori,  or  original 
to  thought ;  it  cannot  be  engendered  by  experience  upon  custom. 
But  this  is  not  a  subject  the  discussion  of  which  concerns  us  at 
present. 

It  may  be  asked,  if  self  or  ego  be  the  form  of  Self-consciousness, 
why  is  the  not-self,  the  non-ego,  not  in  like  man- 

Objection  obviated.  . 

ner  called  the  form  of  Perception  ?  To  this  I 
reply,  that  the  not-self  is  only  a  negation,  and,  though  it  discrimi- 
nates the  objects  of  the  external  cognition  from  those  of  the  inter- 
nal, it  does  not  afford  to  the  former  any  positive  bond  of  union 
among  themselves.  This,  on  the  contrary,  is  supplied  to  them  by 
the  form  of  space,  out  of  which  they  can  neither  be  perceived,  nor 
imagined  by  the  mind ;  —  space,  therefore,  as  the  positive  condition 
under  which  the  non-ego  is  necessarily  known  and  imagined,  and 
through  which  it  receives  its  unity  in  consciousness,  is  properly  said 
to  afford  the  condition  or  form  of  External  Perception. 

But  a  more  important  question  may  be  started.  If  space,  —  if 
extension,  be  a  necessary  form  of  thought,  this,  it  may  be  argued, 
proves  that  the  mind  itself  is  extended.  The  reasoning  here  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  assumption,  that  the  qualities  of  the  subject  know- 

51 
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ing  must  be  similar  to  the  qualities  of  the  object  known.    This,  as 
I  have  already  Btated,  *  is  a  mere  philosophical 
ifspaoebeaneoe*      crotchet, —  an  assumption  without  a   shadow 
totte°mind  itself^      even  °^  probability  in  its  favor.    That  the  mind 
traded?  has  the  power  of  perceiving  extended  objects,  is 

no  ground  for  holding  that  it  is  itself  extended. 
Still  less  can  it  be  maintained,  that  because  it  has  ideally  a  native  or 
necessary  conception  of  space,  it  must  really  occupy  space.  Nothing 
can  be  more  absurd.  On  this  doctrine,  to  exist  as  extended  is  sup- 
posed necessary  in  order  to  think  extension.  But  if  this  analogy 
hold  good,  the  sphere  of  ideal  space  which  the  mind  can  imagine, 
ought  to  be  limited  to  the  sphere  of  real  space  which  the  mind 
actually  fills.  This  is  not,  however,  the  case ;  for  though  the  mind 
be  not  absolutely  unlimited  in  its  power  of  conceiving  space,  still 
the  compass  of  thought  'may  be  viewed  as  infinite  in  this  respect,  as 
contrasted  with  the  petty  point  of  extension,  which  the  advocates 
of  the  doctrine  in  question  allow  it  to  occupy  in  its  corporeal  dom- 
icile. 
The  faculty  of  Self-consciousness  affords  us  a  knowledge  of  the 
phenomena  of  our  minds.  It  is  the  source  of 
conadousn "  °  internal  experience.     You  will,  therefore,  ob- 

serve, that,  like  External  Perception,  it  only 
furnishes  us  with  facts ;  and  that  the  use  we  make  of  these  facts, 
— that  is,  what  we  find  in  them,  what  we  deduce  from  them, — 
belongs  to  a  different  process  Qf  intelligence.  Self-consciousness 
affords  the  materials  equally  to  all  systems  of  philosophy ;  all  equally 
admit  it,  and  all  elaborate  the  materials  which  this  faculty  supplies, 
according  to  their  fashion.  And  here  I  may  merely  notice,  by  the 
way,  what,  in  treating  of  the  Regulative  Faculty, 
Two  modes  of  deal-  wm  fa]j  t0  fce  regularly  discussed,  that  these 
log  with  the  Pl«n°m-      facts,  tnese  materials,  may  be  considered  in  two 

ena  given  in  Self-oon-  ^  "»         / 

eciouraeffl,  -  viz :  ei-  ways.  We  may  employ  either  Induction  alone, 
ther  by  induction  or  a]g0  Analysis.  If  we  merely  consider  the 
■lone,  or  by  induo-      phenomena  which  Self-consciousness  reveals,  in 

tion  and  analysis  to-        *  ' 

gether  relation  to  each  other,  —  merely  compare  them 

together,  and  generalize  the  qualities  which  they 
display  in  common,  and  thus  arrange  them  into  classes  or  groups 
governed  by  the  same  laws,  we  perform  the  process  of  Induction. 
By  this  process  we  obtain  what  is  general,  but  not  what  is  necessary. 
For  example,  having  observed  that  external  objects  presented  in 
perception  are  extended,  we  generalize  the  notion  of  extension  or 
space.    We  have  thus  explained  the  possibility  of  a  conception  of 

1  See  above,  led,  aurv.  861  et  seq.  —Ed. 
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space,  but  only  of  space  as  a  general  and  contingent  notion ;  for  if 
we  hold  that  this  notion  exists  in  the  mind  only  as  the  result  of 
such  a  process,  we  must  hold  it  to  be  a  posteriori  or  adventitious, 
and,  therefore,  contingent.  Such  is  the  process  of  Induction,  or  of 
Simple  Observation.  The  other  process,  that  of  Analysis  or  Criti- 
cism, does  not  rest  satisfied  with  this  comparison  and  generalization, 
which  it,  however,  supposes.  It  proposes  not  merely  to  find  what 
is  general  in  the  phenomena,  but  what  is  necessary  and  universal. 
It,  accordingly,  takes  mental  phenomena,  and,  by  abstraction, 
throws  aside  all  -that  it  is  able  to  detach,  without  annihilating  the 
phenomena  altogether, —  in  short,  it  analyzes  thought  into  its  essen- 
tial or  necessary,  and  its  accidental  or  contingent,  elements. 

Thus,  from  Observation  and  Induction,  we  discover  what  expe- 
rience affords  as  its  general  result;  from  Analysis 
J^?6? °         "      and  Criticism,  we  discover  what  experience  sup- 
poses as  its  necessary  condition.    You  will  notice, 
that  the  critical  analysis  of  which  I  now  speak,  is  limited  to  the 
objects  of  our  internal  observation ;  for  in  the  phenomena  of  mind 
alone  can  we  be  conscious  of  absolute  necessity. 
ah  neceadty  to  w      ^j|  necessfty  is,  in  fact,  to  us  subjective ;  for  a 

subjectire.  .  .,.'.,.  J,  ' 

thing  is  conceived  impossible  only  as  we  are 
unable  to  construe  it  in  thought.  Whatever  does  not  violate  the 
laws  of  thought,  is,  therefore,  not  to  us  impossible,  however  firmly 
we  may  believe  that  it  will  not  occur.  For  example,  we  hold  it 
absolutely  impossible,  that  a  thing  can  begin  to  be  without  a  cause. 
Why?  Simply  because  the  mind  cannot  realize  to  itself  the  con- 
ception of  absolute  commencement.  That  a  stone  should  ascend 
into  the  air,  we  firmly  believe  will  never  happen ;  but  we  find  no 
difficulty  in  conceiving  it  possible.  Why  ?  Merely  because  gravi- 
tation is  only  a  fact  generalized  by  induction  and  observation ;  and 
its  negation,  therefore,  violates  no  law  of  thought.  When  we  talk, 
therefore,  of  the  necessity  of  any  external  phenomenon,  the  expres- 
sion is  improper,  if  the  necessity  be  only^^n  inference  of  induction, 
and  not  involved  in  any  canon  of  intelligence.  For  induction  proves 
to  us  only  what  is,  not  what  must  be,  —  the  actual,  not  the  necessary. 
The  two  processes  of  Induction  or  Observation,  and  of  Analysis 
or  Criticism,  have  been  variously  employed  by 
Historical  notice  of       different  philosophers.     Locke,  for  instance,  lim- 

the  employment  of  the        .-,,.,#»•/»  . 

inductive  and  Critical  ited  himself  to  the  former,  overlooking  alto- 
Methoda  in  phiioso-  gether  the  latter.  He,  accordingly,  discovered 
phy*  nothing  necessary,  or  a  priori,  in  the  phenom- 

ena of  our  internal   experience.     To   him   all 
axioms  are  only  generalizations  of  experience.    In  this  respect  he 
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was  greatly  excelled  by  Descartes  and  Leibnitz.    The  latter,  indeed, 
was  the  philosopher  who  clearly  enunciated  the 
Leibnitz  —the  iiret      principle,  that  the  phenomenon  of  necessity, 
to  enounoe  necessity      in  our  cognitions,  could  not  be  explained  on  the 
m  the  criterion   of      ground  of  experience.    u  All  the  examples,"  he 
I^nd  *****  *  **"      *****  "which  confirm  a  general  truth,  how  nu- 
merous soever,  would  not  suffice  to  establish 
the  universal  necessity  of  this  same  truth ;  for  it  does  not  follow, 
that  what  has  hitherto  occurred  will  always  occur  in  future."1    "If 
Locke,"  he  adds,  "had  sufficiently  considered  the  difference  between 
truths  which  are  necessary  or  demonstrative,  and  those  which  we 
infer  from  induction  alone,  he  would  have  perceived  that  necessary 
truths  could  only  be  proved  from  principles  which  command  our 
assent  by  their  intuitive  evidence;  inasmuch  as  our  senses  can 
inform  us  only  of  what  is,  not  of  what  must  necessarily  be." 
Leibnitz,  however,  was  not  himself  fully  aware  of  the  import  of 
the  principle,  —  at  least  he  failed  in  carrying  it  out  to  its  most 
important  applications ;  and  though  he  triumphantly  demonstrated, 
in  opposition  to  Locke,  the  a  priori  character 
Kent,— the   first      0f  many  0f  those  cognitions  which  Locke  had 

who  fully  applied  this 

criterion.  derived  from  experience,  yet  he  left  to  Kant 

the  honor  of  having  been  the  first  who  fully 
applied  the  critical  analysis  in  the  philosophy  of  mind. 

The  faculty  of  Self-consciousness  corresponds  with  the  Reflec- 
tion of  Locke.    Now,  there  is  an  interesting  ques- 
Hts  the  philosophy      tion  concerning  this  faculty,  —  whether  the  phi- 
•f  Locke  been  mis-      fosophy  of  Locke  has  been  misapprehended  and 
GunmcTand  other °of      misrepresented  by  Condillac,  and  other  of  his 
his  French  disciples f      French  disciples,  as  Mr.  Stewart  maintains ;  or, 
whether  Mr.  Stewart  has  not  himself  attempted 
to  vindicate  the  tendency  of  Locke's  philosophy  on  grounds  which 
will  not  bear  out  his  conclusions.    Mr.  Stewart  has  canvassed  this 
point  at  considerable  length,  both  in  his  Essays*  and  in  his  Disser- 
tation on  the  Progress  of  Metaphysical,  Ethical,  and  Political 
Philosophy.    In  the  latter,  the  point  at  issue  is  thus  briefly  stated : 
"The  objections  to  which  Locke's  doctrine  con- 

Ja^ilTfto^iL1!      cerninS  the   ori^n  of  our  ideas>  or>  in   otbcr 
words,  concerning  the  sources  of  our  knowl- 
edge, are,  in  my  judgment,  liable,  I  have  stated  so  fully  in  a  former 

1  Nowxaux  JSums,  Avant-propos,  p.  6  (edit.  858.     TktodiUt  (1710),  i.  f  %  p.  480  (Erd.),  or 

tlaspe). — Ed.    [Cf.  lib.  i.  c  i.  *  6,  p.  86;  lib.  Opera,  1. 1.  p.  65  (Dutens).    MonadologU  (1714), 

II.  c.  xvii.  S  I*  p.  116.    Letter  to  Burnet  of  p.  707  (edit.  Erdmann).] 
Kemnej  (1706),  Optra,  t.  vi.  p.  274  (edit.  Du-         *  Work$,  vol.  r.  part  i.,  Easey  L,  p.  56  «r  s*f . 

tens).    Letter  to  Bterling  (1710),  OjMra,t.T.  p.  —Ed. 
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work,  that  I  shall  not  touch  on  them  here.  It  is  quite  sufficient,  on 
the  present  occasion,  to  remark,  how  very  unjustly  this  doctrine 
(imperfect,  on  the  most  favorable  construction,  as  it  undoubtedly 
is)  has  been  confounded  with  those  of  Gassendi,  of  Condillac,  of 
Diderot,  and  of  Horne  Tooke.  The  substance  of  all  that  is  com- 
mon in  the  conclusions  of  these  last  writers,  cannot  be  better 
expressed  than  in  the  words  of  their  master,  GassendL  'All  our 
knowledge,9  he  observes  in  a  letter  to  Descartes,  c  appears  plainly 
to  derive  its  origin  from  the  senses;  and  although  you  deny  the 
maxim,  '  Quioquid  est  intellectu  praeesse  debere  in  sensu,'  yet  this 
maxim  appears,  nevertheless,  to  be  true ;  since  our  knowledge  is  all 
ultimately  obtained  by  an  influx  or  incursion  from  things  external ; 
which  knowledge  afterwards  undergoes  various  modifications  by 
means  of  analogy,  composition,  division,  amplification,  extenuation, 
and  other  similar  processes,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  enumerate.' 
This  doctrine  of  Gassendi's  coincides  exactly  with  that  ascribed  to 
Locke  by  Diderot  and  by  Horne  Tooke;  and  it  differs  only  verbally 
from  the  more  concise  statement  of  Condillac,  that  '  our  ideas  are 
nothing  more  than  transformed  sensations.'  ( Every  idea,'  says  the 
first  of  these  writers, i must  necessarily,  when  brought  to  its  state 
of  ultimate  decomposition,  resolve  itself  into  a  sensible  representa- 
tion or  picture;  and  since  everything  in  our  understanding  has 
been  introduced  there  by  the  channel  of  sensation,  whatever  pro- 
ceeds out  of  the  understanding  is  either  chimerical,  or  must  be 
able,  in  returning  by  the  same  road,  to  reattach  itself  to  its  sensible 
archetype.  Hence  an  important  rule  in  philosophy, — that  every 
expression  which  cannot  find  an  external  and  a  sensible  object,  to 
which  it  can  thus  establish  its  affinity,  is  destitute  of  signification.' 
Such  is  the  exposition  given  by  Diderot,  of  what  is  regarded  in 
France  as  Locke's  great  and  capital  discovery;  and  precisely  to  the 
same  purpose  we  are  told  by  Condorcet,  that  ( Locke  was  the  first 
who  proved  that  all  our  ideas  are  compounded  of  sensations.'  If 
this  .were  to  be  admitted  as  a  fair  account  of  Locke's  opinion,  it 
would  follow  that  he  has  not  advanced  a  single  step  beyond  Gas- 
sendi and  Hobbes ;  both  of  whom  have  repeatedly  expressed  them- 
selves in  nearly  the  same  words  with  Diderot  and  Condorcet.  But 
although  it  must  be  granted,  in  favor  of  their  interpretation  of  his 
language,  that  various  detached  passages  may  be  quoted  from  his 
work,  which  seem,  on  a  superficial  view,  to  justify  their  comments; 
yet  of  what  weight,  it  may  be  asked,  are  these  passages,  when 
compared  with  the  stress  laid  by  the  author  on  Reflection^  as  an 
original  source  of  our  ideas,  altogether  different  from  Sensation? 
♦The  other  fountain,'  says  Locke,  'from  which  experience  furnisheth 
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the  understanding  with  ideas,  is  the  perception  of  the  operations 
of  our  own  minds  within  us,  as  it  is  employed  about  the  ideas  it 
has  got ;  which  operations,  when  the  soul  comes  to  reflect  on  and 
consider,  do  furnish  the  understanding  with  another  set  of  ideas, 
which  could  not  be  had  from  things  without;  and  such  are  Per- 
ception,  Thinking,  Doubting,  Believing,  Reasoning,  Knowing,  Will- 
ing, and  all  the  different  actings  of  our  own  minds,  which,  we  being 
conscious  of,  and  observing  in  ourselves,  do  from  these  receive  into 
our  understandings  ideas  as  distinct  as  we  do  from  bodies  affecting 
our  senses.  This  source  of  ideas  every  man  has  wholly  in  himself; 
and  though  it  be  not  sense,  as  having  nothing  to  do  with  external 
objects,  yet  it  is  very  like  it,  and  might  properly  enough  be  called 
Internal  /Sense.  But  as  I  call  the  other  Sensation,  so  I  call  this 
Reflection;  the  ideas  it  affords  being  such  only  as  the  mind  gets 
by  reflecting  on  its  own  operations  within  itself.'1  Again,  'The 
understanding  seems  to  me  not  to  have  the  least  glimmering  of 
any  ideas  which  it  does  not  receive  from  one  of  these  two.  Ex- 
ternal objects  furnish  the  mind  with  the  ideas  of  sensible  qualities; 
and  the  mind  furnishes  the  understanding  with  ideas  of  its  own 
operations.' " 8 

On  these  observations  I  must  remark,  that  they  do  not  at  ail 

satisfy  me ;  and  I  cannot  but  regard  Locke  and 

tion8^^^!^10*"      Gassendi  as  exactly  upon  a  par,  and  both  as 

deriving  all  our  knowledge  from  experience. 

The  French  philosophers,  are  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  fully  justified 

in  their  interpretation   of  Locke's  philosophy; 

condiiiao  justified      Bnd  CondUiac  must,  I  think,  be  viewed  as  hav- 

Jn    bis    BimpliUcation        .  .,.«,,        7        .  *  i  . 

of  Locked  doctrine.        ln&  «niplified  the  doctrine  of  his  master,  with- 
out doing  the  smallest  violence  to  its  spirit.    In 
the  first  place,  I  cannot  concur  with  Mr.  Stewart  in  allowing  any 
weight  to  Locke's  distinction  of  Reflection,  or  Self-consciousness, 
as  a  second  source  of  our  knowledge.    Such  a  source  of  experience 
no  sensualist  ever  denied,  because  no  sensualist  ever  denied  that 
sense  was  cognizant    of  itself     It  makes  no 
The  Reflection  of      difference,  that  Locke  distinguished  Reflection 

Locke,  —  compatible        n  ~  , 

with  Sensualism.  ™om  Sense,  "  as  having  nothing  to  do  with  ex- 

ternal objects,"  admitting,  however,  that  "they 
are  very  like,"  and  that  Reflection  "might  properly  enough  be 
called  Internal  Sense,"8  while  Cond iliac  makes  it  only  a  modifica- 
tion of  sense.    It  is  a  matter  of  no  importance,  that  we  do  not  call 

1  Locke,  Works,  yol.  i.  p.  78.    [Essay,  B.  li.      Dissertation,  p.  ii.  f  L    Works,  vol.  i.  p.  224  ft 
c.  i.  i  4.  —Ed.]  seq.  —  Ed.] 

*  Ibid.  p.  79.    [Ess.  B.  ii.  o.  1. «  6.— Stewart,         *  Essay,  B.  ii.  c.  i.  $  4. —Ed. 
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Self-consciousness  by  the  name  of  Sense,  if  we  allow  that  it  is  only 
conversant  about  the  contingent.  Now,  no  interpretation  of  Locke 
can  ever  pretend  to  find  in  his  Reflection  a  revelation  to  him  of 
aught  native  or  necessary  to  the  mind,  beyond  the  capability  to  act 
and  suffer  in  certain  manners,  —  a  capability  which  no  philosophy 
ever  dreamt  of  denying.  And  if  this  be  the  case,  it  follows,  that 
the  formal  reduction,  by  Condillac,  of  Reflection  to  Sensation,  is 
only  a  consequent  following  out  of  the  principles  of  the  doctrine 
itself. 

Of  how  little  import  is  the  distinction  of  Reflection  from  Sensa- 
tion, in  the  philosophy  of  Locke,  is  equally  shown 
Fundamental  error      in  the   philosophy  of  Gassendi ;  in  regard  to 
of  Stewart  in  regard      which  j  muflt  correct  a  fundamental  error  of 

to  the  philosophy  of 

Gasaendi.  -Mj>-  Stewart.    I  had  formerly  occasion  to  point 

out  to  you  the  unaccountable  mistake  of  this 
very  learned  philosopher,  in  relation  to  Locke's  use  of  the  term 
Reflection, l  which,  both  in  his  Essays,  and  his  Dissertation,  be 
states  was  a  word  first  employed  by  Locke  in  its  psychological  sig- 
nification.1 Nothing,  I  stated,  could  be  more  incorrect.  When 
adopted  by  Locke,  it  was  a  word  of  universal  currency,  in  a  similar 
sense,  in  every  contemporary  system  of  philosophy,  and  had  been 
so  employed  for  at  least  a  thousand  years  previously.  This  being 
understood,  Mr.  Stewart's  mistake  in  regard  to  Gassendi  is  less 
surprising.  "  The  word  Reflection?  sayB  Mr.  Stewart,  "  expresses 
the  peculiar  and  characteristical  doctrine,  by  which  his  system  is 
distinguished  from  that  of  the  Gassendists  and  Hobbists.  All  this,  - 
however,  serves  only  to  prove  still  more  clearly,  how  widely  remote 
his  real  opinion  on  this  subject  was  from  that  commonly  ascribed  to 
him  by  the  French  and  German  commentators.  For  my  own  part, 
I  do  not  think,  notwithstanding  some  casual  expressions  which  may 
seem  to  favor  the  contrary  supposition,  that  Locke  would  have  hes- 
itated for  a  moment  to  admit,  with  Cudworth  and  Price,  that  the 
Understanding  is  itself  a  source  of  new  ideas.  That  it  is  by  Reflec- 
tion (which,  according  to  his  own  definition,  means  merely  the 
exercise  of  the  Understanding  on  the  internal  phenomena),  that 
we  get  our  ideas  of  Memory,  Imagination,  Reasoning,  and  of  all 
other  intellectual  powers,  Mr.  Locke  has  again  and  again  told  us ; 
and  from  this  principle  it  is  so  obvious  an  inference,  that  all  the 
simple  ideas  which  are  necessarily  implied  in  our  intellectual  opera- 
tions, are  ultimately  to  be  referred  to  the  same  source,  that  we  can- 

1  See  above,  leet  zlU.  p.  162.  —  Ed.  each  Chapter  of  Mr.  Locke's  Essay  concerning 

2  Lee  on  Locke,  makes  apparently  the  same      Humane  Understanding ,  by  Henry  Lee,  B.D., 
mistake.    [See  Antir  Skepticism :  or,  Notes  upon     Preface,  p.  7;  London,  1702.  —  Ed. J 
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not  reasonably  suppose  a  philosopher  of  Locke's  sagacity  to  admit 

the  former  proposition,  and  to  withhold  his  assent  to  the  latter." l 

The  inference  which,  in  the  latter  part  of  this  quotation,  Mr. 

Stewart  speaks  of,  is  not  so  obvious  as  he  sup- 

GwMndi,  though  •  seeing  that  it  was  not  till  Leibnitz  that 

Sensationalist,  admit- 

ted  Reflection  as  a      tne  character  of  necessity  was  enounced,  and 
•onroe  of  knowledge.      clearly  enounced,  as  the  criterion  by  which  to 

discriminate  the  native  from  the  adventitious 
cognitions  of  the  mind.  This  is,  indeed,  shown  by  the  example  of 
Oassendi  himself,  who  is  justly  represented  by  Mr.  Stewart  as  a 
Sensationalist  of  the  purest  water ;  but  wholly  misrepresented  by 
him,  as  distinguished  from  Locke  by  his  negation  of  any  faculty 
corresponding  to  Locke's  Reflection.  So  far  is  this  from  being  cor- 
rect, — Gassendi  not  only  allowed  a  faculty  of  Self-consciousness 
analogous  to  the  Reflection  of  Locke,  he  actually  held  such  a  faculty, 
and  even  attributed  to  it  far  higher  functions  than  did  the  English 
philosopher;  nay,  what  is  more,  held  it  under  the  very  name  of 
Reflection.9  In  fact,  from  the  French  philosopher, Locke  borrowed 
this,  as  he  did  the  principal  part  of  his  whole  philosophy ;  and  it  is 
saying  but  little  either  for  the  patriotism  or  intelligence  of  their 
countrymen,  that  the  works  of  Gassendi  and  Descartes  should  have 
been  so  long  eclipsed  in  France  by  those  of  Locke,  who  was  in 
truth  only  a  follower  of  the  one,  and  a  mistaken  refuter  of  the 
other.  In  respect  to  Gassendi,  there  are  reasons  that  explain  this 
neglect  apart  from  any  want  of  merit  in  himself;  for  he  is  a  thinker 
fully  equal  to  Locke  in  independence  and  vigor  of  intellect,  and, 
with  the  exception  of  Leibnitz,  he  is,  of  all  the  great  philosophers 
of  modern  times,  the  most  varied  and  profound  in  learning. 
Now,  in  regard  to  the  point  at  issue,  so  far  is  Gassendi  from 

assimilating  Reflection  to  Sense,  as  Locke  virtu- 

Ajld  ?V"?  M8im"      ally,  if  not  expressly,  does,  and  for  which  assim- 

gero.  ilation  he  has  been  principally  lauded  by  those 

of  his  followers  who  analyzed  every  mental  pro- 
cess into  Sensation, — so  far,  I  say,  is  Gassendi  from  doing  this,  that 
he  places  Sense  and  Reflection  at  the  opposite  mental  poles,  making 
the  former  a  mental  function  wholly  dependent  upon  the  bodily 
organism ;  the  latter,  an  energy  of  intellect  wholly  inorganic  and 

abstract  from  matter.    The  cognitive  phsenom- 
Hia  division  of  the      ena  Q£  jqj^  Gassendi  reduces  to  three  general 

cognitive  phenomena  .  ° 

of  jaina.  classes  of  faculties :  —  1°.  Sense,  2°.  Phantasy 

(or  Imagination),  and  3°.  Intellect.     The  two 

former  are,  however,  virtually  one,  inasmuch  as  Phantasy,  on  his 

1  Dissertation,  p.  11.  $  i.  lbot-note,  Works,  vol.  1.  p.  280.  —  Ed. 
*  See  above,  leet.  xiii.  p  162.  —  Ed. 
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doctrine,  is  only  cognizant  about  the  forms,  which  it  receives  from 

Sense,  and  is,  equally  with  Sense,  dependent  on 

Intellect  aooording      a  corporeal  oi^gan.     Intellect,  on  the  contrary, 

W^r-^InteT-        Le  h°ld8'  iS  DOt  S°  dePendent>  and  that  itS  funC" 

leotaai  AppreheMion.  tions  are,  therefore,  of  a  kind  superior  to  those 
of  an  organic  faculty.  These  functions  or  facul- 
ties of  Intellect  he  reduces  to  three.  "The  first,"  he  says  (and  I. 
literally  translate  his  words  in  order  that  I  may  show  you  how 
flagrantly  he  has  been  misrepresented),  "  is  Intellectual  Apprehen- 
sion,— that  is,  the  apprehension  of  things  which  are  beyond  the 
reach  of  Sense,  and  which,  consequently,  leaving  no  trace  in  the 
brain,  are  also  beyond  the  ken  of  Imagination.  Such,  especially,  is 
spiritual  or  incorporeal  nature,  as,  for  example,  the  Deity.  For 
although  in  speaking  of  God,  we  say  that  He  is  incorporeal,  yet  in 
attempting  to  realize  Him  to  Phantasy,  we  only  imagine  something 
with  the  attributes  of  body.  It  must  not,  however,  be  supposed 
that  this  is  all ;  for,  besides  and  above  the  corporeal  form  which  we 
thus  imagine,  there  is,  at  the  same  time,  another  conception,  which 
that  form  contributes,  as  it  were,  to  veil  and  obscure.  This  con- 
ception is  not  confined  to  the  narrow  limits  of  Phantasy  (prater 
Phantasies  cancellos  est) ;  it  is  proper  to  Intellect ;  and,  therefore, 
such  an  apprehension  ought  not  to  be  called  an  imagination,  but 
an  intelligence  or  intellection  (non  imagination  sed  intelligentia  vel 
intellect™,  did  oportct)."1  In  his  doctrine  of  Intellect,  Gassendi 
takes,  indeed,  far  higher  ground  than  Locke ;  and  it  is  a  total  rever- 
sal of  his  doctrine,  when  it  is  stated,  that  he  allowed  to  the  mind 
no  different,  no  higher,  apprehensions  than  the  derivative  images  of 
sense.  He  says,  indeed,  and  he  says  truly,  that  if  we  attempt  to 
figure  out  the  Deity  in  imagination,  we  cannot  depict  Him  in  that 
faculty,  except  under  sensible  forms  —  as,  for  example,  under  the 
form  of  a  venerable  old  man.  But  does  he  not  condemn  this 
attempt  as  derogatory ;  and  does  he  not  allow  us  an  intellectual 
conception  of  the  Divinity,  superior  to  the  grovelling  conditions  of 
*  Phantasy  ?  The  Cartesians,  however,  were  too  well  disposed  to 
overlook  the  limits  under  which  Gassendi  had  advanced  his  doc- 
trine, —  that  the  senses  are  the  source  of  all  our  knowledge ;  and 
Mr.  Stewart  has  adopted,  from  the  Port  Royal  Logic,  a  statement 
of  Gassendi's  opinion,  which  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  partial  and 
incomplete. 

The  second  function  which  Gassendi  assigns  to  Intellect,  is  Re- 
flection, and  the  third  is  Reasoning.    It  is  with  the  former  of  these 

I  Physiea,  sect,  ill,  Memb.  Post.,  lib.  be.  o.  8.    Optra,  Lugd.  1668,  vol.  ii.  p.  451.— Ed 
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that  we  are  at  present  concerned,     Mr.  Stewart,  you  have  seen, 
distinguishes  the  philosophy  of  Locke  from  that 
*  ^flec**°*"  of  his   predecessor  in  this,  —  that   the  former 

introduced  Reflection  or  Self-consciousness  as 
a  source  of  knowledge,  which  was  overlooked  or  disallowed  by 
the  latter.  Mr.  Stewart  is  thus  wrong  in  the  fact  of  Gassendi's 
rejection  of  any  source  of  knowledge  of  the  name  and  nature  of 
Locke's  Reflection.  So  far  is  this  from  being  the  case,  that  Gas- 
sendi  attributes  far  more  to  this  faculty  than  Locke;  for  he  not 
only  makes  it  an  original  source  of  knowledge,  but  founds  upon  the 
nature  of  its  action  a  proof  of  the  immateriality  of  mind.  "To 
the  second  operation,"  he  says, "  belongs  the  Attention  or  Reflection 
of  the  intellect  upon  its  proper  acts, — an  operation  by  which  it 
understands  that  it  understands,  and  thinks  that  it  thinks  (qua  se 
intelligere  intelligit,  cogitatve  se  cogitare).  u  We  have  formerly," 
he  adds,  "  shown  that  it  is  above  the  power  of  Phantasy  to  im- 
agine that  it  imagines,  because,  being  of  a  corporeal  nature,  it 
cannot  act  upon  itself;  in  fact,  it  is  as  absurd  to  say  that  I  imagine 
myself  to  imagine,  as  that  I  see  myself  to  see."  He  then  goes  on 
to  show,  that  the  knowledge  we  obtain  of  all  our  mental  operations 
and  affections,  is  by  this  reflection  of  Intellect;  that  it  is  neces- 
sarily of  an  inorganic  or  purely  spiritual  character ;  that  it  is  peculiar 
to  man,  and  distinguishes  him  from  the  brutes ;  and  that  it  aids  us 
in  the  recognition  of  disembodied  substances,  in  the  confession  of  a 
God,  and  in  according  to  Him  the  veneration  which  we  owe  Him. 
From  what  I  have  now  said,  you  will  see,  that  the  mere  admis- 
sion of  a  faculty  of  Self-consciousness,  as  a  source 
The  mere  admission  of  knowledge,  is  of  no  import  in  determining 
of  a  fkcuity  of  Self-  the  rational,  —  the  anti-sensual,  character  of  a 
ta^rt°tod^rinJning  philosophy ;  and  that  even  those  philosophers 
the  a&tieensuai  char-  who  discriminated  it  the  most  strongly  from 
acter  of  a  philosophy .  Sense,  might  still  maintain  that  experience  is 
not  only  the  occasion,  but  the  source,  of  all  our 
knowledge.  Such  philosophers  were  Gassendi  and  Locke.  On  this 
faculty  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  dwell  longer ;  and,  in  our 
next  Lecture,  I  shall  proceed  to  consider  the  Conservative  Faculty, 
— Memory,  properly  so  called. 


LECTURE  XXX. 

THE  CONSERVATIVE  FACULTY.— MEMOEY  PBOFEB. 

I  commenced  and  concluded,  in  my  last  Lecture,  the  considera- 
tion of  the  second  source  of  knowledge, — the 
Elementary    pha-      faculty  of  Self-Consciousness  or  Internal  Per- 
nomena  ma7  be  di*.      ception.    Through  the  powers  of  External  and 

tinct,  while  they  de-        _   r  _   _  ?  r  ,  _    , 

pond  on  each  other  Internal  Perception  we  are  enabled  to  acquire 
for  their  realization.        information,  —  experience:  but  this  acquisition 

is  not  of  itself  independent  and  complete ;  it 
supposes  that  we  are  also  able  to  retain  the  knowledge  acquired,  for 
we  cannot  be  said  to  get  what  we  are  unable  to  keep.  The  faculty 
of  Acquisition  is,  therefore,  only  realized  through  another  faculty,  — 
the  faculty  of  Retention  or  Conservation.    Here,  we  have  another 

example  of  what  I  have  already  frequently  had 

ThJa  general  princl-        occasion  to   Suggest  to  VOUr   observation, — W6 
pie  illustrate*  by  the  °b  J  ' 

phenomena  of  Acqui-  nave  two  faculties,  two  elementary  phenomena, 
aition,  Retention.  Re-  evidently  distinct,  and  yet  each  depending  on 
production,  and  Rep-  tne  otner  for  itg  realization.  Without  a  power 
of  acquisition,  a  power  of  conservation  could 
not  be  exerted ;  and  without  the  latter,  the  former  would  be  frus- 
trated, for  we  should  lose  as  fast  as  we  acquired.  But  as  the 
faculty  of  Acquisition  would  be  useless  without  the  faculty  of 
Retention,  so  the  faculty  of  Retention  would  be  useless  without  the 
faculties  of  Reproduction  and  Representation.  That  the  mind 
retained,  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  a  treasury  of  knowl- 
edge, would  be  of  no  avail,  did  it  not  possess  the  power  of  bringing 
out,  and  of  displaying,  in  other  words,  of  reproducing,  and  repre- 
senting, this  knowledge  in  consciousness.  But  because  the  faculty 
of  Conservation  would  be  fruitless  without  the  ulterior  faculties  of 
Reproduction  and  Representation,  we  are  not  to  confound  these 
faculties,  or  to  view  the  act  of  mind  which  is  their  joint  result,  as  a 
simple  and  elementary  phenomenon.  Though  mutually  dependent 
on  each  other,  the  faculties  of  Conservation,  Reproduction,  and 
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Representation  are  governed  by  different  laws,  and,  in  different 

individuals,  are  found  greatly  varying  in  their  comparative  vigor. 

The  intimate  connection  of  these  three  faculties, 

Henoe  these  three      or  elementary  activities,  is  the  cause,  however, 

femitie*  not  dktin-      wh     th      h&ye       t  ^     distinguished  in  the 

guished    by    philoso-  J      .     J  , B  . 

pben;   nor  in  ordi-      analysis  of  philosophers;  and  why  their  distinc- 
nu7  language.  tion  is  not  precisely  marked  in  ordinary  lan- 

guage.   In  ordinary  language  we  have  indeed 
words  which,  without  excluding  the  other  faculties,  denote  one  of 
these  more  emphatically.      Thus  in  the  term 
0rdin2r  "*  of  **      Memory,  the  Conservative  Faculty,  —  the  ph»- 
Becoiiection.  nomenon  of  Retention  is  the  central  notion, 

with  which,  however,  those  of  Reproduction 
and  Representation  are  associated.  In  the  term  Recollection,  again, 
the  phenomenon  of  Reproduction  is  the  principal  notion,  accom- 
panied, however,  by  those  of  Retention  and  Representation,  as  its 
subordinates.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  evident  what  must  be  our 
course  in  regard  to  the  employment  of  common  language.  We 
must  either  abandon  it  altogether,  or  take  the  term  that  more  proxi- 
mately expresses  our  analysis,  and,  by  definition,  limit  and  specify 
its  signification.  Thus,  in  the  Conservative  Faculty,  we  may  either 
content  ourselves  with  the  scientific  terms  of  Conservation  and 
Retention  alone,  or  we  may  moreover  use  as  a  synonym  the  vulgar 
term  Memory,  determining  its  application,  in  our  mouths,  by  a  pre- 
liminary definition.  And  that  the  word  Memory  principally  and 
properly  denotes  the  power  the  mind  possesses 
Memoir   properly      rf  retaining  hold  of  the  knowledge  it  has  ao- 

denotes  the  power  of 

Hetention.  quired,  is  generally  admitted  by  philologers,  and 

is  not  denied  by  philosophers.     Of  the  latter, 
some  have  expressly  avowed  this.    Of  these  I  shall  quote  to  you 
only  two  or  three,  which  happen  to  occur  the  first  to  my  recollec- 
tion.    Plato  considers  Memory  simply  as  the 
^Acknowledged   by      faculty  of  Conservation  (^  fiv^fiV  otimypfo  aJUrSj- 
Aristotie.  o-ca*).1    Aristotle  distinguishes  Memory  (furfftrj) 

as  the  faculty  of  Conservation  from  Reminis- 
cence (&ydfxyqa-i$),  the  faculty  of  Reproduction.2    St.  Augustin,  who 
is  not  only  the  most  illustrious  of  the  Christian 

St.  Augustin. 

fathers,  but  one  of  the  profoundest  thinkers  of 
antiquity,  finely  contrasts  Memory  with  Recollection  or  Reminis- 
cence, in  one  of  the  most  eloquent  and  philosophical  chapters  of  his 


1  PhOetmty  [p.  84.— Ed.]  Cf.  Conimbrieenses,  2H  Dt  Man.  «t  Jtcm.fr 

a  Dt  Mtmoria  *  RemmUetntia  [o.  2,  f  25       vii.  p.  10.— Ed.] 
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Confessions:1— "Una  omnia  recipit  recolenda>  cum  opus  est,  ct 
retraetanda  grandis  memoriae  reoessus,  Et  nescio  qui  secreti  atque 
ineffabiles  sinus  ejus;  qu®  omnia  suis  qu©que  foribus  intrant  ad 
earn,  et  reponuntur  in  ea.  Nee  ipsa  tamen  intrant,  sed  rerum  sensa- 
rum  imagines  iliic  prasto  sunt,  oogitationi  reminiscenti  eas."  The 
same  distinction  is  likewise  precisely  taken  by 
Juiiua  Cesar  Scaii-      one  Qf  ^  acutest  0f  modern  philosophers,  the 

elder  Scaliger.3  "  Memoriam  voco  hujusce  cog- 
nitionis  conservationem*  Heminiscentiam  dioo,  repetitionem  disci- 
pline, quaB  e  memoria  delapsa  fuerat."  This  is  from  his  commentary 
on  Aristotle's  History  of  Animals ;  the  following  is  from  his  De 
SubtilitcUe ; s — "  Quid  Memoria  f  Vis  anima  communis  ad  retinen- 
dum  tarn  rerum  imagines,  i.  e.  phantasmata,  quam  notiones  univer- 
sales;  easque,  vel  simplices,  vel  complexas.  Quid  Recordcttiof 
Opera  intellectus,  species  recolentis.  Quid  Heminiscentiaf  Dis- 
quisitio  tectarum  specierum ;  amotio  importunarum,  digestio  obtur- 
batarum."  The  father  suggests  the  son,  and  the  following  occurs 
in  the  Secunda  Scaligerana^  which  is  one  of  the  two  collections 

we  have  of  the  table-talk  of  Joseph  Scaliger. 
** '  The  one  from  which  I  quote  was  made  by  the 

brothers  Vassan,  whom  the  Dictator  of  Letters,  from  friendship  to 
their  learned  uncles  (the  Messrs.  Pithou),  had  received  into  his 
house,  when  pursuing  their  studies  in  the  University  of  Leyden ; 
and  Secunda  Scaligerana  is  made  up  of  the  notes  they  had  taken 
of  the  conversations  he  had  with  them,  and  others  in  their  pres- 
ence. Scaliger,  speaking  of  himself  is  made  to  say :  "  I  have  not  a 
good  memory,  but  a  good  reminiscence;  proper  names  do  not  easily 
recur  to  me,  but  when  I  think  on  them  I  find  them  out.'94  It  is 
sufficient  for  our  purpose  that  the  distinction  is  here  taken  between 
the  Retentive  Power,  —  Memory,  and  the  Reproductive  Power, — 
Reminiscence.  Scaliger's  memory  could  hardly  be  called  bad, 
though  his  reminiscence  might  be  better;  and  these  elements  in 
conjunction  go  to  constitute  a  good  memory,  in  the  comprehensive 
sense  of  the  expression.  I  say  the  retentive  faculty  of  that  man  is 
surely  not  to  be  despised,  who  was  able  to  commit  to  memory 
Homer  in  twenty-one  days,  and  the  whole  Greek  poets  in  three 
months,5  and  who,  taking  him  all  in  all,  was  the  most  learned  man 
the  world  has  ever  seen.    I  might  adduce  many  other  authorities  to 

1  Lib  x.  o  8  -Ed.  *  Bee  Hetosins,  In  Josepki  Bcah'geri  Obitvm; 

8  [Jtrhtotelis  Hutoria   de   AnimaNbust   Julio  Funtbris  Oratio  (1609),  p  16-    His  words  are: 

Casare  Scaligcro  Interprtte.     Tolorae  1619,  p.  —  "  Uno  et  riginti  diebns  Homerum,  reliquof 

SO.]  intra  quartern  menram  poetas,  ccteros  autem 

*  [Exereit.  occvH  28  ]  intra  bfennium  scriptore*  perdieeeret."    Sea 

4  Tom.  ii.  p  662. —Ed.  below  loot  xxxi.  p  418.  —Ed. 
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the  same  effect;  but  this,  I  think,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  me  in 
using  the  term  Memory  exclusively  to  denote  the  faculty  possessed 
by  the  mind  of  preserving  what  has  once  been  present  to  conscious- 
ness, so  that  it  may  again  be  recalled  and  represented  in  conscious- 
ness.1   So  much  for  the  verbal  consideration. 

By  Memory  or  Retention,  you  will  see,  is  only  meant  the  condi- 
tion of  Reproduction ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  evi- 
dent that  it  is  only  by  an  extension  of  the  term 
that  it  can  be  called  a  faculty,  that  is,  an  active  power.  It  is  more  a 
passive  resistance  than  an  energy,  and  ought,  therefore,  perhaps  to 
receive  rather  the  appellation  of  a  capacity."  But  the  nature  of 
this  capacity  or  faculty  we  must  now  proceed  to  consider. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  I  presume  that  the  fact  of  retention  is 
admitted.    We  are  conscious  of  certain  cogni- 

The  fact  of  retention        A.  .      ,  ,  •  *  *t 

admitted.  tions  as  acquired,  and  we  are  conscious  of  these 

cognitions  as  resuscitated.    That,  in  the  interval, 

when  out  of  consciousness,  these  cognitions  do  continue  to  subsist 

in  the  mind,  is  certainly  an  hypothesis,  because  whatever  is  out  of 

consciousness  can  only  be  assumed ;  but  it  is  an  hypothesis  which 

we  are  not  only  warranted,  but  necessitated,  by  the  phenomena,  to 

establish.    I  recollect,  indeed,  that  one  philosopher  has  proposed 

another  hypothesis.     Avicenna,  the  celebrated 

The  hypothesis  of      Arabian  philosopher  and  physician,  denies  to  the 

Avicenna     regarding  .     ,      i  .  1  .  .      «, 

retention.  human  mind  the  conservation  of  its  acquired 

knowledge ;  and  he  explains  the  process  of  recol- 
lection by  an  irradiation  of  divine  light,  through  which  the  recov- 
ered cognition  is  infused  into  the  intellect.  *  Assuming,  however, 
that  the  knowledge  we  have  acquired  is  retained  in  and  by  the 
human  mind,  we  must,  of  course,  attribute  to  the  mind  a  power  of 
thus  retaining  it.    The  fact  of  memory  is  thus  established. 

But  if  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  knowledge  we  have  acquired 
by  Perception  and  Self-consciousness,  does  actu- 

Retention  admits  of  „  , .  .1  ,  .       ,» 

ex  lanation  a^^  continue,  though  out  of  consciousness,  to 

endure ;  can  we,  in  the  second  place,  find  any 
ground  on  which  to  explain  the  possibility  of  this  endurance  ?  I 
think  we  can,  and  shall  adduce  such  an  explanation,  founded  on  the 
general  analogies  of  our  mental  nature.      Before,  however,  com- 

1  Snabedissen  makes  Memory  equivalent  to  >  See  Suabedisaen,  as  above. 
Betention;   see  his  Grundxiige  der  Lehre  von 

dan  MtMchen,  p  107.  So  Fries,  Sohmid.  [Cf.  8  Bee  Conirabrioenses,  I»  Zfe   Mtmoria  tt 

Leibnits,  Noun  J&*.,  lib  i  0.  i.  J  6;  lib.  ii.  o.  Reminueeniia,  [0.  i.  p.  2,  edit.  1681     Ct  the 

xlx  *  1.  Conimbrioenses,  In  De  Mem.  et  Rem.  wme,  In  De  Animat  lib.  ill.  0.  v.  q.  ii.  art  ii.  p. 

o  i.  p  2  ]   [Fracastorins,  De  Intellection*,  1.  i.,  480. —  Ed.] 
Optra,  1 126  (ed.  1584). — Ed.] 
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mencing  this,  I  may  notice  some  of  the  similitudes  which  have 
been  suggested  by  philosophers,  as  illustrative 
similitudes  snggeite4      of  this  faculty.  It  has  been  compared  to  a  store- 
fa  illustration  of  the        ,  ~.  «•*«..* 

fconity  or  Retention.        house,  —  Cicero  calls  it  u  thesaurus  omnium  re- 
Cicero.  rum? l  —  provided  with  cells  or  pigeon-holes, 

in  which  its  furniture  is  laid  up  and  arranged." 
It  has  been  likened  to  a  tablet  on  which  characters  were  written  or 
impressed.8    But  of  all  these  sensible  resemblances,  none  is  so 
ingenious  as  that  of  Gassendi4  to  the  folds'  in  a 
MMn  '  piece  of  paper  or  cloth ;  though  I  do  not  recol- 

lect to  have  seen  it  ever  noticed.    A  sheet  of  paper,  or  cloth,  is 
capable  of  receiving  innumerable  folds,  and  the  folds  in  which  it 
has  been  oftenest  laid,  it  takes  afterwards  of  itself.  u  Concipi  charta 
valeat  plicarum  innumerabilium,  inconfusarumque,  et  juxta  suos 
ordines,  suasque  series  repetendarum  capax.      Silicet  ubi  unam 
seriem  subtilissimarum  induxerimus,  superinducere  licet  alias,  qu» 
primam  quidem  refringant  transversum,  et  in  omnem  obliquitatem ; 
sed  ita  tamen,  ut  dum  novas,  plies,  plicarumque  series  superindu- 
cuntur  priores  omnes  non  modo  remaneant,  verum  etiam  possint 
facili  negotio  excitari,  redire,  apparere,  quatenus  una  plica  arrepta, 
carters,  quaa  in  eadem  eerie  quadam  quasi  sponte  sequuntur." 
All  these  resemblances,  if  intended  as  more  than  metaphors,  are 
unphilosophical.    We  do  not  even  obtain  any 
These  resemblances      insight  into  the  nature  of  Memory  from  any  or 
phon!     PyMme  "      tne  physiological  hypotheses  which  have  been 
stated ;  indeed  all  of  them  are  too  contemptible 
even  for  serious  criticism.    "  The  mind  amSrds  us,  however,  in  itself 
the  very  explanation  which  we  vainly  seek  in  any  collateral  influ- 
ences.   The  phenomenon  of  retention  is,  indeed, 
The  phenomenon  of      80  natural,  on  the  ground  of  the  self-energy  of 
•rfswTfrom  theUIseiI      mind,  that  we  have  no  need  to  suppose  any 
energy  of  mind.  special  faculty  for  memory;   the  conservation 

of  the   action  of  the  mind  being  involved  in 
the  very  conception  of  its  power  of  self-activity. 

"Let  us  consider  how  knowledge  is  acquired  by  the  mind. 
Knowledge  is  not  acquired  by  a  mere  passive  affection,  but  through 
the  exertion  of  spontaneous  activity  on  the  part  of  the  knowing 
subject;  for  though  this  activity  be  not  exerted  without  some  exter- 
nal excitation,  still  this  excitation  is  only  the  occasion  on  which 

1  Dt  Or  at  ore,  i.  5.— Ed.  4  Physiea,  sect,  iii.,  membr.  post,  lib.  viii. 

t  Cf.  Plato,  Tfuatutus,  p.  197.  —Ed.  o.  8.    Opera,  Lngd.  1858,  vol.  ii  p.  406.  — Ed. 

a  Cf  Plato,  Tht*tft*$,  p.  191.    Arist.,  D*  [Cf.   Descartes,  (Ewrcs,  t   ix.   p.  167  (ed. 

Anima,  iii  4.     Boethins,  De  ConsoL  Phil.,  lib.  Constn)  ]    [St.  liilaire,  Psydiologit  tPArittotl^ 

▼.  metr.  4.— Ed.  Pref.  p.  18  4  m?.  —  Ed.] 
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the  mind  develops  its  self-energy.     But  this  energy  being  onee 

determined,  it  is  natural  that  it  should  persist! 

ThiBspecwiyshown.      until  ag^  annihilated  by  other  causes.    This 

byZ^tJ^Tt  wou.ld  ™  fect  be  ihe  ca8e> were  the  ****  merel7 
tirity  of  mind.  passive  in  the  impression  it  receives;  for  it  is  a 

universal  law  of  nature,  that  every  effect  endures 
as  long  as  it  is  not  modified  or  opposed  by  any  other  effect.  But  the 
mental  activity,  the  act  of  knowledge,  of  which  I  now  speak,  is  more 
than  this ;  it  is  an  energy  of  the  self-active  power  of  a  subject  one 
and  indivisible :  consequently,  a  part  of  the  ego  must  be  detached 
or  annihilated,  if  a  cognition  once  existent  be  again  extinguished. 

Hence  it  is,  that  the  problem  most  difficult  of 
The  problem  most      solution  is  not,  how  a  mental  activity  endures, 

difficult  of  solution  is        but  h()W  it  eyer  vanisheg.      For  M  we  must  here 

not,   how    a    mental  .  , 

activity  endures,  but  maintain  not  merely  the  possible  continuance  of 
how  it  ever  vanishes.  certain  energies,  but  the  impossibility  of  the 
non-continuance  of  any  one,  we,  consequently, 
stand  in  apparent  contradiction  to  what  experience  shows  us ;  show- 
ing us,  as  it  does,  our  internal  activities  in  a  ceaseless  vicissitude  of 
manifestation  and  disappearance.  This  apparent  contradiction, 
therefore,  demands  solution.  If  it  be  impossible,  that  an  energy  of 
mind  which  has  once  been  should  be  abolished,  without  a  laceration 
of  the  vital  unity  of  the  mind  as  a  subject  one  and  indivisible; — on 
this  supposition,  the  question  arises,  How  can  the  facts  of  our  self- 
consciousness  be  brought  to  harmonize  with  this  statement,  seeing 
that  consciousness  proves  to  us,  that  cognitions  once  clear  and  vivid 
are  forgotten ;  that  feelings,  wishes,  desires,  in  a  word,  every  act  or 
modification,  of  which  we  are  at  one  time  aware,  are  at  another 
vanished ;  and  that  our  internal  existence  seems  daily  to  assume  a 
new  and  different  aspect. 

u  The  solution  of  this  problem  is  to  be  sought  for  in  the  theory 
of  obscure  or  latent  modifications,  [that  is,  men- 

The  difficulty  re-  tal  activities,  real  but  beyond  the  sphere  of  con- 
moved  by  the  princi-      8ci0usness,  which  I  formerly  explained.] x    The 

pie  of  latent  modifica-         ,,  ..  i  •       «_        i.        . 

ttons.  The  obscuration  disappearance  of  internal  energies  from  the  view 
of  a  menu]  activity  of  internal  perception,  does  not  warrant  the  eon- 
arises  from  the  weak-      elusion,  that  they  no  longer  exist ;  for  we  are 

whicVit^to^f-  not  tlinV%  con8cious  of  *&  the  mental  energies 
whose  existence  cannot  be  disallowed.  Only 
the  more  vivid  changes  sufficiently  affect  our 
consciousness  to  become  objects  of  its  apprehension:  we,  conse- 
quently, are  only  conscious  of  the  more  prominent  series  of  changes 

1  See  above,  lect.  rriii.  p.  285  *  teq.  —  Ed. 
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in  our  internal  state ;  the  others  remain  for  the  most  part  latent. 
Thus  we  take  note  of  our  memory  only  in  its  influence  on  our  con- 
sciousness ;  and,  in  general,  do  not  consider  that  the  immense  pro- 
portion of  our  intellectual  possessions  consists  of  our  delitescent 
cognitions.  All  the  cognitions  which  we  possess,  or  have  possessed, 
still  remain  to  us, — the  whole  complement  of  all  our  knowledge 
still  lies  in  our  memory;  but  as  new  acquisitions  are  continually 
pressing  in  upon  the  old,  and  continually  taking  place  along  with 
them  among  the  modifications  of  the  ego,  the  old  cognitions,  un- 
less from  time  to  time  refreshed  and  brought  forward,  are  driven 
back,  and  become  gradually  fainter  and  more  obscure.  This  obscur- 
ation is  not,  however,  to  be  conceived  as  an  obliteration,  or  as  a 
total  annihilation*  The  obscuration,  the  delitescence  of  mental 
activities,  is  explained  by  the  weakening  of  the  degree  in  which 
they  affect  our  self-consciousness  or  internal  sense.  An  activity 
becomes  obscure,  because  it  is  no  longer  able  adequately  to  affect 
this.  To  explain,  therefore,  the  disappearance  of  our  mental  activ- 
ities, it  is  only  requisite  to  explain  their  weakening  or  enfeeble- 
men  t,— which  may  be  attempted  in  the  following  way: — Every 
mental  activity  belongs  to  the  one  vital  activity 
The  dilution  of      rf  mind  .    general .  it  ^  therefore,  indivisibly 

mental  force  explains  ,°  '  .  ,        -  „       J 

the  weakening  of  oar      bound  up  with  it,  and  can  neither  be  torn  from, 
MtMtie*,    and    the      nor  abolished  in,  it.    But  the  mind  is  only  capa- 
phenomenon  of  Fop-      We>  at  my  one  mometit,  of  exerting  a  certain 
em'  quantity  or  degree  offeree.  This  quantity  must, 

therefore,  be  divided  among  the  different  activities,  so  that  each 
has  only  a  part ;  and  the  sum  of  force  belonging  to  all  the  several 
activities  taken  together,  is  equal  to  the  quantity  or  degree  of  force 
belonging  to  the  vital  activity  of  mind  in  general  Thus,  in  propor- 
tion to  the  greater  number  of  activities  in  the  mind,  the  less  will 
be  the  proportion  of  force  which  will  accrue  to  each ;  the  feebler, 
therefore,  each  will  be,  and  the  fainter  the  vivacity  with  which  it 
can  affect  self-consciousness.  This  weakening  of  vivacity  can,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  indefinite  increase  in  the  number  of  our  mental 
activities,  caused  by  the  ceaseless  excitation  of  the  mind  to  new 
knowledge,  be  carried  to  an  indefinite  tenuity,  without  the  activi- 
ties, therefore,  ceasing  altogether  to  be.  Thus  it  is  quite  natural, 
that  the  great  proportion  of  our  mental  cognitions  should  have 
waxed  too  feeble  to  affect  our  internal  perception  with  the  com- 
petent intensity ;  it  is  quite  natural  that  they  should  have  become 
obscure  or  delitescent.  In  these  circumstances  it  is  to  be  supposed, 
that  every  new  cognition,  every  newly-excited  activity,  should  be  in 
the  greatest  vivacity,  and  should  draw  to  itself  the  greatest  amount 

53 
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of  force :  this  force  will,  in  the  same  proportion,  be  withdrawn  from 
the  other  earlier  cognitions ;  and  it  is  they,  consequently,  which  most 
undergo  the  fate  of  obscuration.    Thus  is  explained  the  phenome- 
non of  Forgetfulness  or  Oblivion.    And  here,  by  the  way,  it  should 
perhaps  be  noticed,  that  forgetfulness  is  not  to  be  limited  merely  to 
our  cognitions :  it  applies  equally  to  the  feelings  and  desires. 
"The  same  principle  illustrates,  and  is  illustrated  by,  the  phe- 
nomenon of  Distraction  and  Attention.     If  a 
And  the  ptenome-  at  n^bey  0f  activities  are  equally  excited 

non  of  Distraction  and  . 

Attention.  at  once>  the  disposable  amount  of  mental  force 

is  equally  distributed  among  this  multitude, 
so  that  each  activity  only  attains  a  low  degree  of  vivacity;  the 
state  of  mind  which  results  from  this  is  Distraction.  Attention 
is  the  state  the  converse  of  this;  that  is,  the  state  in  which  the 
vital  activity  of  mind  is,  voluntarily  or  involuntarily,  concentrated, 
say,  in  a  single  activity;  in  consequence  of  which  concentration 
this  activity  waxes  stronger,  and,  therefore,  clearer.  On  this  theory, 
the  proposition  with  which  I  started,  —  that  all  mental  activities, 
all  acts  of  knowledge,  which  have  been  once  excited,  persist, — 
becomes  intelligible ;  we  never  wholly  lose  them,  but.  they  become 
obscure.  This  obscuration  can  be  conceived  in  every  infinite  de- 
gree, between  incipient  latescence  and  irrecoverable  latency.  The 
obscure  cognition  may  exist  simply  out  of  consciousness,  so  that  it 
can  be  recalled  by  a  common  act  of  reminiscence.  Again,  it  may 
be  impossible  to  recover  it  by  an  act  of  voluntary  recollection ;  but 
some  association  may  revivify  it  enough  to  make  it  flash  after  a 
long  oblivion  into  consciousness.  Further,  it  may  be  obscured  so 
far  that  it  can  only  be  resuscitated  by  some  morbid  affection  of  the 
system ;  or,  finally,  it  may  be  absolutely  lost  for  us  in  this  life,  and 
destined  only  for  our  reminiscence  in  the  life  to  come. 
"  That  this  doctrine  admits  of  an  immediate  application  to  the 
faculty  of  Retention,  or  Memory  Proper,  has 

Two  observations  re-  fceen  already  signified.  And  in  further  explana* 
arise  out  oTttie  pre-  **°n  °^  tn^  &culty,  I  would  annex  two  observa- 
oed^ng  theory.  tions,  which  arise  out  of  the  preceding  theory. 

l.  The  Jaw  of  reten-      The  first  is,  that  retention,  that  memory,  does 

tlon  extends  orer  all        ^  ^  ^^  %0  ^  cognitive  faculties,  but 

the    phenomena    of  °  f  ^ 

mind  alike.  that  the  same  law  extends,  m  like  manner,  over 

all  the  three  primary  classes  of  the  mental  phe- 
nomena. It  is  not  ideas,  notions,  cognitions  only,  but  feelings  and 
oonations,  which  are  held  fast,  and  which  can,  therefore,  be  again 
awakened.1    This  fact  of  the  conservation  of  our  practical  modifica- 

1  [Cf.  Tetens,  Versucke  liber  die  menscMich*  Natttr,  i.  p.  66.] 
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tions  is  not  indeed  denied ;  but  psychologists  usually  so  represent 
the  matter,  as  if,  when  feelings  or  conations  are  retained  in  the 
mind,  that  this  takes  place  only  through  the  medium  of  the  memory; 
meaning  by  this,  that  we  must,  first  of  all,  have  had  notions  of 
these  affections,  which  notions  being  preserved,  they,  when  recalled 
to  mind,  do  again  awaken  the  modification  they  represent.  From 
the  theory  I  have  detailed  to  you,  it  must  be  seen  that  there  is  no 
need  of  this  intermediation  of  notions,  but  that  we  immediately 
retain  feelings,  volitions,  and  desires,  no  less  than  notions  and  cog- 
nitions; inasmuch  as  all  the  three  classes  of  fundamental  phe- 
nomena arise  equally  out  of  the  vital  manifestations  of  the  same 
one  and  indivisible  subject. 

"The  second  result  of  this  theory  is,  that  the  various  attempts  to 
explain  memory  by  physiological  hypotheses  are, 

a.  tim  ▼•rioiu  at-  as  unnecessary  as  they  are  untenable.  This  is 
tempts    to    explain      not  tne  p]aoe  ^  discuss  the  general  problem 

*^°hypothJn°  m  touching  the  relation  of  mind  and  body.  But 
roneoeNary.  in  proximate  reference  to  memory,  it  may  be 

satisfactory  to  show,  that  this. faculty  does  not 
stand  in  need  of  such  crude  modes  of  explanation.     It  must  be 

allowed,  that  no  faculty  affords  a  more  tempting 
Memoir  greatly  de-      8UDject  for  materialistic  conjecture.     No  other 

pendent  on  corporeal  .  _     ^  ,  , 

condition!.  mental  power  betrays  a  greater  dependence  on 

corporeal  conditions  than  memory.  Not  only  in 
general  does  its  vigorous  or  feeble  activity  essentially  depend  on 
the  health  and  indisposition  of  the  body,  more  especially  of  the 
nervous  systems;  but  there  is  manifested  a  connection  between 
certain  functions  of  memory  and  certain  parts  of  the  cerebral 
apparatus."1  This  connection,  however,  is  such,  as  affords  no  coun- 
tenance to  any  particular  hypotheses  at  present  in  vogue.  For 
example,  after  certain  diseases,  or  certain  affections  of  the  brain, 
some  partial  loss  of  memory  takes  place.  Perhaps  the  patient  loses 
the  whole  of  his  stock  of  knowledge  previous  to  the  disease ;  the 
faculty  of  acquiring  and  retaining  new  information  remaining  en- 
tire. Perhaps  he  loses  the  memory  of  words,  and  preserves  that 
of  things.  Perhaps  he  may  retain  the  memory  of  nouns,  and  lose 
that  of  verbs,  or  vice  versa;  nay,  what  is  still  more  marvellous, 
though  it  is  not  a  very  unfrequent  occurrence,  one  language  may  be 
taken  neatly  out  of  his  retention,  without  affecting  his  memory  of 
others.  "  By  such  observations,  the  older  psychologists  were  led 
to  the  various  physiological  hypotheses  by  which  they  hoped  to 

1  H.  Schmid,  7er$ueh  einer  Metaphysik  der  unurm  Natwr  [p.  281—286;  translated  with  occa- 
sional brief  interpolations. — Ed.] 
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account  for  the  phenomena  of  retention,  —  as,  for  example,  the 
hypothesis  of  permanent  material  impressions 
Fhydoiogicmi    by-      on  the  brain,  or  of  permanent  dispositions  in 
iwo^o0tohM«rd^      *^e  nenrous  fibres  to  repeat  the  same  oscillatory 
ing  memory.  movements,  —  of  particular  organs  for  the  differ- 

ent functions  of  memory,  —  of  particular  parts 
of  the  brain  as  the  repositories  of  the  various  classes  of  ideas, — or 
even  of  a  particular  fibre,  as  the  instrument  of  every  several  notion. 
But  all  these  hypotheses  betray  only  an  ignorance  of  the  proper 
object  of  philosophy,  and  of  the  true  nature  of  the  thinking  princi- 
ple. They  are  at  best  but  useless ;  for  if  the  unity  and  self-activity 
of  mind  be  not  denied,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  mental  activities, 
which  have  been  once  determined,  must  persist,  and  these  corporeal 
,  explanations  are  superfluous.  Nor  can  it  be  argued,  that  the  limita- 
tions to  which  the  Retentive,  or  rather  the  Reproductive,  Faculty 
is  subjected  in  its  energies,  in  consequence  of  its  bodily  relations, 
prove  the  absolute  dependence  of  memory  on  organization,  and 
legitimate  the  explanation  of  this  faculty  by  corporeal  agencies ;  for 
the  incompetency  of  this  inference  can  be  shown  from  the  contra- 
diction in  which  it  stands  to  the  general  laws  of  mind,  which,  how- 
beit  conditioned  by  bodily  relations,  still  ever  preserves  its  self- 
activity  and  independence." 1 

.  There  is  perhaps  no  mental  power  in  which  such  extreme  dif- 
ferences appear,  in  different  individuals,  as  in 
Two  qualities  reqni-      memory.    To  a  good  memory  there  are  cer- 
o^-^vi*  g  Retention      tainly  two  qualities  requisite, — 1,°  The  capacity 
and  Reproduction.  of  Retention,  and  2°,  The  faculty  of  Reproduc- 

tion. But  the  former  quality  appears  to  be  that 
by  which  these  marvellous  contrasts  are  principally  determined. 
I  should  only  fatigue  you,  were  I  to  enumerate  the  prodigious 
feats  of  retention,  which  are  proved  to  have  been  actually  per* 
formed.  Of  these,  I  shall  only  select  the  one  which,  upon  the 
whole,  appears  to  me  the  most  extraordinary,  both  by  reason  of 
its  own  singularity,  and  because  I  am  able  to  afford  it  some  testi- 
mony, in  confirmation  of  the  veracity  of  the  illustrious  scholar  by 
whom  it  is  narrated,  and  which  has  most  groundlessly  been  sus- 
pected by  his  learned  editor.  The  story  I  am  about  to  detail  to 
you  is  told  by  Muretus,  in  the  first  chapter  of  the  third  book  of 
his  incomparable  work,  the  Varies  LecHone$} 

1  H.  Sehmid,  Vmuek  *bur  Metaphftik^ip.  lologera  and  critics  of  modern  times;  and 
286, 288.  —  Ed.]  from  himself  to  Cicero,  a  period  of  sixteen 

2  Qpera,  edit.  Ruhnken.,tom.  ii.  p.56.  — Ed.  centuries,  there  is  to  be  found  no  one  who 
Muretus  is  one  of  the  most  distinguished  phi-  equalled  him  m  Latin  eloquence.    Besides 
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After  noticing  the  boast  of  Hippias,  in  Plato,  that  he  could 

repeat,  upon  hearing  once,  to  the  amount  of  five 

The  remarkable  ease      hundred  words,  he  observes  that  this  was  noth- 

of  retention  narrated        .  ,       ,A,     x,  *  .. 

by  Muretus.  1D£  M  comPared  with  the  power  of  retention 

possessed  by  Seneca  the  rhetorician.  In  his 
Declamation*,  Seneca,  complaining  of  the  inroads  of  old  age  upon 
his  faculties  of  mind  and  body,  mentions,  in  regard  to  the  tenacity 
of  his  now  failing  memory,  that  he  had  been  able  to  repeat  two 
thousand  names  read  to  him,  in  the  order  in  which  they  had  been 
spoken ;  and  that,  on  one  occasion,  when  at  his  studies,  two  hun- 
dred unconnected  verses  having  been  pronounced  by  the  different 
pupils  of  his  preceptor,  he  repeated  them  in  a  reversed  order,  that 
is,  proceeded  from  the  last  to  the  first  uttered.  After  quoting  the 
passage  from  Seneca,  of  which  I  have  given  you  the  substance, 
Huretus  remarks,  that  this  statement  had  always  appeared  to  him 
marvellous,  and  almost  incredible,  until  he  himself  had  been  wit- 
ness of  a  fact  to  which  he  never  could  otherwise  have  afforded 
credit.  The  sum  of  this  statement  is,  that  at  Padua  there  dwelt, 
in  his  neighborhood,  a  young  man,  a  Coraican  by  birth,  and  of  a 
good  family  in  that  island,  who  had  come  thither  for  the  cultiva- 
tion of  civil  law,  in  which  he  was  a  diligent  and  distinguished 
student.  He  was  a  frequent  visitor  at  the  house  and  gardens  of 
Muretus,  who,  having  heard  that  he  possessed  a  remarkable  art, 
or  faculty  of  memory,  took  occasion,  though  incredulous  in  regard 
to  reports,  of  requesting  from  him  a  specimen  of  his  power.  He 
at  once  agreed;  and  having  adjourned  with  a  considerable  party 
of  distinguished  auditors  into  a  saloon,  Muretus  began  to  dictate 
words,  Latin,  Greek,  barbarous,  significant  and  non-significant,  dis- 
joined and  connected,  until  he  wearied  himself,  the  young  man 
who  wrote  them  down,  and  the  audience  who  were  present;— u we 
were  all,"  he  says,  "  marvellously  tired."  The  Coraican  alone  was 
the  one  of  the  whole  company  alert  and  fresh,  and  continually 
desired  Muretus  for  more  words ;  who  declared  he  would  be  more 
than  satisfied,  if  he  could  repeat  the  half  of  what  had  been  taken 
down,  and  at  length  he  ceased.  The  young  man,  with  his  gaze 
fixed  upon  the  ground,  stood  silent  for  a  brief  season,  and  then, 
says  Muretus,  "vidi  facinus  mirificissimum.  Having  begun  to 
speak,  he  absolutely  repeated  the  whole  words,  in  the  same  order 
in  which  they  had  been  delivered,  without  the  slightest  hesitation ; 

numerous  editions  of  his  several  treatise*,  bis  coarse  of  publication,  by  Professor  Frotsoher 

works  have  been  republished  in  a  collected  of  Leipzig,   was  Rnhnkenius,  perhaps  the 

form  six  several  times ;  and  the  editor  of  the  greatest  scholar  of  the  eighteenth  century, 
edition  before  the  one  at  present  [1887]  in  the 
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then,  commencing  from  the  last,  he  repeated  them  backwards  till 
he  came  to  the  first.  Then  again,  so  that  he  spoke  the  first,  the 
third,  the  fifth,  and  so  on ;  did  this  in  any  order  that  was  asked, 
and  all  without  the  smallest  error.  Haying  subsequently  become 
familiarly  acquainted  with  him,  I  have  had  other  and  frequent 
experience  of  his  power.  He  assured  me  (and  he  had  nothing 
of  the  boaster  in  him)  that  he  could  recite,  in  the  manner  I  have 
mentioned,  to  the  amount  of  thirty-six  thousand  words.  And 
what  is  more  wonderful,  they  all  so  adhered  to  the  mind  that, 
after  a  year's  interval,  he  could  repeat  them  without  trouble.  I 
know,  from  having  tried  him,  he  could  do  so  after  a  considerable 
time  (poet  multos  dies).  Nor  was  this  all.  Franciscus  Molinus, 
a  patrician  of  Venice,  was  resident  with  me,  a  young  man  ardently 
devoted  to  literature,  who,  as  he  had  but  a  wretched  memory, 
besought  the  Corsican  to  instruct  him  in  the  art.  The  hint  of 
his  desire  was  enough,  and  a  daily  course  of  instruction  com* 
menced,  and  with  such  success  that  the  pupil  could,  in  about  a 
week  or  ten  days,  easily  repeat  to  the  extent  of  five  hundred 
words  or  more  in  any  order  that  was  prescribed."  "This,"  adds 
Muretus,  "  I  should  hardly  venture  to  record,  fearing  the  suspicion 
of  falsehood,  had  not  the  matter  been  very  recent  (for  a  year  has 
not  elapsed),  and  had  I  not  as  fellow-witnesses,  Nicolaus  the  son 
of  Petrus  Lippomanus,  Lazarus  the  son  of  Francis  Mocenicus, 
Joannes  the  son  of  Nicolaus  Malipetrus,  George  the  son  of  Lau- 
rence Contarenus  —  all  Venetian  nobles,  worthy  and  distinguished 
young  men,  besides  other  innumerable  witnesses.  The  Corsican 
stated  that  he  received  the  art  from  a  Frenchman,  who  was  his 
domestic  tutor."  Muretus  terminates  the  •narrative  by  alleging 
sundry  examples  of  a  similar  faculty,  possessed  in  antiquity  by 
Cyrus,  Simonides,  and  Apollonius  Tyanaeus. 
Now,  on  this  history,  Ruhnkenius  has  the  following  note,  in 
.reference  to  the  silence  of  Muretus  in  regard 
Ruhnkenius  nndaif      ^  the  name  of  tbe  Corsican :  "Ego  nomen 

skeptical  in  regard  to        .         .    .  ,     .... 

this  case.  homims    tarn    mirabilis,   citius    quam    patnam 

requisiissem.  Idque  pertinebat  ad  fidem  nar- 
rationi  faciendam."  This  skepticism  is,  I  think,  out  of  place.  It 
would,  perhaps,  have  been  warranted,  had  Muretus  not  done  far 
more  than  was  necessary  to  establish  the  authenticity  of  the  story ; 
and,  after  the  testimonies  to  whom  he  appeals,  the  omission  of  the 
Corsican's  name  is  a  matter  of  little  import.  But  I  am  surprised 
that  one  confirmatory  circumstance  has  escaped  so  learned  a  scholar 
as  Ruhnkenius,  seeing  that  it  occurs  in  the  works  of  a  man  with 
whose  writings  no  one  was  more  familiar.    Muretus  and  Paulua 
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Manutius  were  correspondents,  and  Manutius,  yon  most  know,  was 
a  Venetian.  Now,  in  the  letters  of  Manutius  to  Muretus,  at  the 
date  of  the  occurrence  in  question,  there  is  frequent  mention  made 
of  Molino,  in  whom  Manutius  seems  to  have  felt  much  interest ; 
and,  on  one  occasion,  there  is  an  allusion  (which  I  cannot  at  the 
moment  recover  so  as  to  give  you  the  precise  expressions)  to 
Molino's  cultivation  of  the  Art  of  Memory,  and  to  his  instructor.1 
This,  if  it  were  wanted,  corroborates  the  narrative  of  Muretus 
whose  trustworthiness,  I  admit,  was  not  quite  as  transcendent  as 
his  genius,8 


1  See  PuuU  Jbmfn  Bpistoia,  vol.  i.  I.  Hi.  ep. 
xiii.  p.  154  (edit.  Krause,  1720):  "Molino, 
parum  abest,  quln  vehementer,  invideam; 
quid  ni?  totem  Memorial  tenenti.  Verumta- 
men  impedit  amor,  a  quo  abesss  solet  in vidia : 
etiam  ea  ?pes,  quod  ille,  quo  earn  bono  alienus 
homo  ImperUvit,  civ!  suo,  homini  amantis- 
dmo,  certe  nomquam  denegabit."  Of.  voL 
til.  Notas  ad  Spistolas,  p.  1138.  — Ed. 

8  "  As  Sophocles  says  that  memory  is  the 
queen  of  things,  and  because  the  nurse  of 
poetry  herself  is  a  daughter  of  Mnemosyne, 
I  shall  mention  here  another  once  world- 
renowned  Corsiean  of  Calvi— Giulio  Guidi, 
in  the  year  1581,  the  wonder  of  Padua,  on 


account  of  his  unfortunate  memory.  He 
could  repeat  thirty-eix  thousand  names  after 
onee  bearing  them.  People  called  him  Guidi 
delta  gran  memoria.  But  he  produoed  nothing ; 
his  memory  had  killed  all  hts  creative  faculty. 
Pico  von  Mirandola,  who  lived  before  him, 
produced ;  but  he  died  young.  It  is  with  the 
precious  gift  of  memory,  as  with  all  other 
gifts — tbey  are  a  curse  of  the  gods  when  they 
give  too  much."  —  Gregorovius,  Wandering* 
xk  Corsica,  vol.  ii.  book  vi.  chap.  vl.  p.  84 
(Constable's  edition).  [A  case  similar  to  that 
narrated  by  Muretus  is  gi/en  by  Joseph  Scal- 
iger  in  the  Secunda  ScaiigeranA,  v.  Msmoire,  i. 
11  p.  450, 451,  edit.  1740. -Ed J 


LECTURE    XXXI. 

THE   &EPBODTJCTIVE   FACULTY.  —  LAWS   OP  ASSOCIATION. 

In  my  last  Lecture,  I  entered  on  the  consideration  of  that  faculty 
of  mind  by  which  we  keep  possession  of  the 
knowledge  acquired  by  the  two  faculties  of 
External  Perception,  and  Self-consciousness ;  and  I  endeavored  to 
explain  to  you  a  theory  of  the  manner  in  which  the  fact  of  reten- 
tion may  be  accounted  for,  in  conformity  to  the  nature  of  mind, 
considered  as  a  self-active  and  indivisible  subject.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  Lecture,  I  gave  you,  instar  omnium,  one  memorable 
example  of  the  prodigious  differences  which  exist  between  mind 
and  mind  in  the  capacity  of  retention.  Before  passing  from  the 
faculty  of  Memory,  considered  simply  as  the 
Two  opposite  doe-  power  of  conservation,  I  may  notice  two  oppo- 
trin«  maintained  in  g^te  doctrines,  that  have  been  maintained,  in 
7te?  to^tbe  **&**  t0  the  relation  of  this  faculty  to  the 
higher  powen  of  higher  powers  of  mind.  One  of  these  doctrines 
mind-  holds,  that  a  great  development  of  memory  is 

incompatible  with  a  high  degree  of  intelligence ; 
the  other,  that  a  high  degree  of  intelligence  supposes  such  a  devel- 
opment of  memory  as  its  condition. 

The  former  of  these  opinions  is  one  very  extensively  prevalent, 
«wt  not  only  among  philosophers,  but  among  man- 
power of  memory  k  ^n^  "*  general,  and  the  words — JBeati  me- 
incompatible  with  a  moria,  expectants  judicium  —  have  been  ap- 
high  degree  of  inteiii-  plied  to  express  the  supposed  incompatibility 
of  great  memory  and  sound  judgment.1  There 
seems,  however,  no  valid  ground  for  this  belief  If  an  extraor- 
dinary power  of  retention  is  frequently  not  accompanied  with  a 
corresponding  power  of  intelligence,  it  is  a  natural,  but  not  a  very 
logical  procedure,  to  jump  to  the  conclusion,  that  a  great  memory 

1  [Niethammer,  Ikr  Strtit  da  PhUanihropin-  Erfahrung  (beati  memoria  esctpeetant  Jndl- 
ismus  und  Humani*musy  p.  294.]  [Auwerdem  cium),  dan  vorhemohende  OtdddUmssftrtig* 
•ey  et  eine  aelbst  SprictawttrUich  gewordene     keit  der  UrtJuilskrqfl  Abbruchthne.— Ed.J      . 
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is  inconsistent  with  a  Bound  judgment.    The  opinion  is  refuted* 

by  the  slightest  induction  5  for  we  immediately 

Thto  opinion  refoted      fin<^  that  many  of  the  individuals  who  towered 

of  w?h  inS«      above  their  fellows  in  intellectual  superiority, 
and  great  memory.        were  almost  equally  distinguished  for  the  capac- 
ity of  their  memory.    I  recently  quoted  to  you 
a  passage  from  the  Scctiigerana,  in  which  Joseph  Scaliger  is  made 
to  say  that  he  had  not  a  good  memory,  but  a 
good  reminiscence;  and  he  immediately  adds, 
tt  never,  or  rarely,  are  judgment  and  a  great  memory  found  in  con- 
junction."    Of  this  opinion  Scaliger  himself  affords  the  most  illus- 
trious refutation.    During  his  lifetime,  he  was  hailed  as  the  Dic- 
tator of  the  Republic  of  Letters,  and  posterity  has  ratified  the 
decision  of  his  contemporaries,  in  crowning  him  as  the  prince  of 
philologers  and  critics.    But  to  elevate  a  man  to  such  an  eminence, 
it  is  evident,  that  the  most  consummate  genius  and  ability  were 
conditions.    And  what  were  the  powers  of  Scali- 
His  groat  poww>  of      ger    let    jgaao    Casaubon,1   among   a   hundred 

memory  testified  to  by        *     »  '  » 

CManbon  other  witnesses,  inform  us;  and  Casaubon  was 

a  scholar  second  only  to  Scaliger  himself  in 
erudition.  "Nihil  est  quod  discere  quisquam  vellet,  quod  ille 
(Scaliger)  docere  non  posset:  Nihil  legerat  (quid  autem  ille  non 
legerat?),  quod  non  statim  meminisset;  nihil  tarn  obscurum  aut 
abolitum  in  ullo  vetere  scriptore  Greco,  Latino,  vel  Hebneo,  de  quo 
interrogates  non  statim  responderet.  Historias  omnium  populorum, 
omnium  atatum,  successiones  imperiorum,  res  ecclesiaa,  veteris  in 
numerato  habebat :  animalium,  plantarum,  metallorum,  omniumque 
rerum  naturalium,  proprietates,  differential  et  appellationes,  qua 
veteres,  qua  recentes,  tenebat  accurate.  Looorum  situs,  provinci- 
arum  fines  et  varias  pro  temporibus  illarum  divisiones  ad  unguem 
callebat ;  nullam  disciplinarum,  scientiarumve  graviorum  reliquerat 
intactam;  linguas  tarn  multas  tarn  exacte  sciebat,  ut  vel  si  hoc 
unum  per  totum  vitas  spatium  egisset  digna  res  miraculo  potuerit 
videri." 

For  intellectual  power  of  the  highest  order,  none  were  distin- 
guished above  Grotius  and  Pascal;  and  Grotius9 

Lettafe.  ST*1         ^^  ^>a8Ca^8  forgot  nothing  they  had  ever  read 

or  thought.     Leibnitz4  and  Euler5  were  not  less 

celebrated  for  their  intelligence  than  for  their  memory,  and  both 

1  [ Prefatio in  Opusevla  Jos.  Jiuti  Sealigeri.)  4  FonteneHe, Eloge dt  M.  Leibnitz— Leib. Op. 

2  Grotii  Manu  Vwdieati  (1727),  pan  post.  p.      p.  xx.  (edit.  Dutens).  —  Ed. 

685.— Ed.  *  [Biunde,  Versuch  eintr  Systematbchen  £fe- 

3  Pmtitst  Pjref.  (tf.  Beuouard).  —  Ed.  fumdlung  der  tmpiristkm  F$yehologis9 1  866. J 
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could  repeat  the  whole  of  the  JEheid.    Donellus l  knew  the  Corpus 

Juris  by  heart,  and  yet  he  was  one  of  the  pro- 

Doneiiua.  foundest  and  most  original  speculators  in  juris- 

Knratori.  prudence.    Muratori,*  though  not  a  genius  of 

the  very  highest  order,  was  still  a  man  of  great 

ability  and  judgment;  and  so  powerful  was  his  retention,  that  in 

making  quotations,  he  had  only  to  read  his  passages,  put  the  books. 

„     ,  in  their  place,  and  then  to  write  out  from  mem- 

Ben  J onion* 

ory  the  words.  Ben  Jonson*  tells  us  that  he 
could  repeat  ail  he  had  ever  written,  and  whole  books  that  he  had 

read.    Themistocles4  could  call  by  their  names 

ThCc1ra.U*  ^e  twentv  thousand  citizens  of  Athens;  Cyrus5 

Hortenriui.  *®  rePorted  to  have  known  the  name  of  every 

soldier  in  his  army.  Hortensius,  after  Cicero, 
the  greatest  orator  of  Rome,  after  sitting  a  whole  day  at  a  public 
sale,  correctly  enunciated  from  memory  all  the  things  sold,  their 

prices,  and  the  names  of  the  purchasers.6    Nie- 

buhr,7  the  historian  of  Rome,  was  not  less  dis- 
tinguished for  his  memory  than  for  his  acuteness.  In  his  youth 
he  was  employed  in  one  of  the  public  offices  of  Denmark ;  part 

of  a  book  of  accounts  having:  been  destroyed. 

Sir  JamesM^ckintosh.        ,  _  .      .  _  .  „ s   .  «.     -r 

he  restored  it  from  his  recollection.  Sir  James 
Mackintosh  was,  likewise,  remarkable  for  his  power  of  memory.  An 
instance  I  can  give  you  which  I  witnessed  myself.  In  a  conversa- 
tion I  had  with  him,  we  happened  to  touch  upon  an  author  whom  I 
mentioned  in  my  last  Lecture,— Muretus;  and  Sir  James  recited 
from  his  oration  in  praise  of  the  massacre  of  St.  Bartholomew  some 
considerable  passages.  Mr.  Dugald  Stewart,  and 
Dugidd  Stewart         ^e  late  Dr.  Gregory,  are,  likewise,  examples  of 

great  talent,  united  with  great  memory. 

But  if  there  be  no  ground  for  the  vulgar  opinion,  that  a  strong 

faculty  of  retention  is  incompatible  with  intel- 

2.  That  a  high  da-      lectual  capacity  in  general,  the  converse  opinion 

■"*   of  mte,1,senoe      is  not  better  founded,  which  has  been  main- 

supposes  great  power  m  '  . 

of  memory.  tamed,  among  others,  by  Hon  bauer.8    This  doc- 

trine does  not,  however,  deserve  an  articulate 
refutation;  for  the  common  experience  of  every  one  sufficiently 

1  Teissier,  Bogts  da  Homme*  Savons,  t.  It.  *  Pliny,  Nat.  Hut.  vii.  24.    Quintilian,  Oral. 

p.  146.  — Ed.  xl.  2.  — Ed. 

S  [Blonde,  Versvch, etc.,  as  above.]    [Tttadi  *  Seneca (M  )  Cbntrov.  Pref.  —  Ed. 

Muratori,  o.  xL  p.  236.— Ed]  '  See  Uft  of  Niebuhr,  vol.  ii.  p.  412,  418, 

8  Timber;  or.  Discoveries  mad*  upon  Men  and  where  a  similar  anecdote  is  mentioned,  bat 

jMatt«r(Wwto,ed.  Gifford,vol.ix.  p.l69.>— Ed.  not  exactly  as  stated  in  the  text.     See  also 

4  Cicero,  Be  Senectute,  c.  vii.    Val.  Maxi-  vol.  i.  c.  vil.  p.  298.  —  Ed. 

mas,  viil  7.  —  Ed.  8  [See  Biande,  Versuck  $kur  systsmasuthm 
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proves  that  intelligence  and  memory  hold  no  necessary  proportion 

to  each  other.    On  this  subject  I  may  refer  you  to  Mr.  Stewart's 

excellent  chapter  on  Memory  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Mements.1 

I  now  pass  to  the  next  faculty  in  order — the  faculty  which  I 

have  called  the  Reproductive.    I  am  not  satis- 

The  Reproductive        «,.,,.  ~.i  .     *        - 

Faculty.     Thb  name        "e<*  yn^1  *nis  H*1116  9  ">r  **  doe8  not  precisely  of 

inappropriate;  the  Jim-      itself  mark  what  I  wish  to  be  expressed, — viz^ 
itation  in  which  it  is      fae  process  by  which  what  is  lying  dormant 

hero  employed.  .  ■  1  ^  1  •    •         •  1     1 

in  memory  is  awakened,  as  contradistinguished 
from  the  representation  in  consciousness  of  it  as  awakened.  The 
two  processes  certainly  suppose  each  other ;  for  we  cannot  awaken 
a  cognition  without  its  being  represented, —  the  representation 
being,  in  fact,  only  its  state  of  waking ;  nor  can  a  latent  thought  or 
affection  be  represented,  unless  certain  conditions  be  fulfilled,  by 
which  it  is  called  out  of  obscurity  into  the  light  of  consciousness. 
The  two  processes  are  relative  and  correlative,  but  not  more  iden- 
tical than  hill  and  valley.  I  am  not  satisfied,  I  say,  with  the  term 
reproduction  for  the  process  by  which  the  dormant  thought  or  affec- 
tion is  aroused ;  for  it  does  not  clearly  denote  what  it  is  intended  to 
express.  Perhaps  the  Resuscitatwe  Faculty  would  have  been 
better;  and  the  term  reproduction  might  have  been  employed  to 
comprehend  the  whole  process,  made  up  of  the  correlative  acts  of 
retention,  resuscitation,  and  representation.  Be  this,  however,  as  it 
may,  I  shall  at  present  continue  to  employ  the  term,  in  the  limited 
meaning  I  have  already  assigned. 
The  phenomenon  of  Reproduction  is  one  of  the  most  wonderful 
in  the  whole  compass  of  psychology ;  and  it  is 
intercut  exoited  by  one  in  the  explanation  of  which  philosophy  has 
the  phenomenon  of      been  more  succegsfui  tnan  in  almost  any  other. 

Beproduction.  _,  _     _  _     _  . 

The  Schoolmen  ™ne  scholastic  psychologists  seem  to  have  re- 

garded the  succession  in  the  train  of  thought,  or, 
as  they  called  it,  the  excitation  of  the  species,  with  peculiar  wonder, 
as  one  of  the  most  inscrutable  mysteries  of  nature  ;  and  yet,  what  is 
xsurious,  Aristotle  has  left  almost  as  complete  an 
Aristotie'i  anaiysia      analysis  of  the  laws  by  which  this  phenomenon 
nearly*  perfecrn0n*      *9  regulated,  as  has  yet  been  accomplished.     It 
required,  however,  a  considerable   progress  in 
the  inductive  philosophy  of  mind,  before  this  analysis  of  Aristotle 
could  be  appreciated  at  its  proper  value ;  and  in  fact,  it  was  only 
after  modern  philosophers  had  rediscovered  the  principal  laws  of 

BeJiandlung  der  empiritehen  PsythologUy  1.  857,      Daner,  NaittrUhre  dtr  Seek  in  Brie/en,  p.  181— 
where  Hoffbaueris  referred  to.]    [See  Hoff-     183.  —  Ed] 

1  Chap.  vi.    Work*,  ii.  348.  —  Ed. 
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Association,  that  it  was  found  that  these  laws  had  been  more  com- 
pletely given  two  thousand  years  before.  Joseph 
s«Uw"8ar  Scaliger,  speaking  of  his  father,  whose  philosoph- 

ical acuteness  I  have  more  than  once  had  occa- 
sion to  commemorate,  says,  "My  father  declared,  that  of  the  causes 
of  three  things  in  particular  he  was  wholly  ignorant,  —  of  the  inter- 
val of  fevers,  of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  sea,  and  of  reminiscence."  i 
The  excitation  of  the  species  is  declared  by  Pon- 
owed"**  cius*  to  be  "one  of  the  most  difficult  secrets  of 

nature "  (ex  difficilioribus  natune  arcanis);  and 
Oviedo,8  a  Jesuit  schoolman,  says,-  "therein  lies  the  very  greatest 
mystery  of  all  philosophy  (maximum  totius  philosophise  sneramen- 
tum),  never  to  be  competently  explained  by  human  ingenuity;" 
tt  and  this  because  we  can  neither  discover  the  cause  which,  for  ex- 
ample, in  the  recitation  of  an  oration,  excites  the  species  in  the  or- 
der in  which  they  are  excited,  nor  the  reason  why  often,  when  wish- 
ing to  recollect  a  matter,  we  do  not,  whereas  when  not  wishing  to 
recollect  it,  we  sometimes  do.  Hence  the  same  Ponciua  says,  that 
for  the  excitation  of  the  species  we  must  either  recur  at  once  to  God, 
or  to  some  sufficient  cause,  which,  however,  he  does  not  specify."  4 
The  faculty  of  Reproduction  is  governed  by  the  laws  which 
regulate  the  Association  of  the  mental  train:  or, 

Reproduction,  whst.  °  *  -  ,      ..        .         ,:. 

to  speak  more  correctly,  reproduction  is  nothing 
but  the  result  of  these  laws.  Every  one  is  conscious  of  a  ceaseless 
succession  or  train  of  thoughts,  one  thought  suggesting  another, 
which  again  is  the  cause  of  exciting  a  third,  and  so  on.  In  what 
manner,  it  may  be  asked,  does  the  presence  of  any  thought  deter- 
mine the  introduction  of  another  ?  Is  the  train  subject  to  laws,  and 
if  so,  by  what  laws  is  it  regulated  ? 
That  the  elements  of  the  mental  train  are  not  isolated,  but 

that  each  thought  forms  a  link  of  a  continuous 

Thetrain  of  thought      an<j  uninterrupted  chain,  is  well  illustrated  by 

Sttrtrlt^Dylaobtel'      Hobbes.    "In  a  company,"  he  says,  "in  which 

the  conversation  turned  upon  the  late  civil  war, 
what  could  be  conceived  more  impertinent  than  for  a  person  to  ask 
abruptly,  what  was  the  value  of  a  Roman  denarius  ?  On  a  little 
reflection,  however,  I  was  easily  able  to  trace  the  train  of  thought 
which  suggested  the  question ;  for  the  original  subject  of  discourse 

1  [Prima  Staligeruna,  v.  "Can*,"]  [t  11. p.  De  Anima,  Cont.  T.  ponct  iv.  n.  18]    [Cf. 

46,  adit.  1740. —Ed  ]  Xeid>*  Work*,  Note  D  •  •,  p.  889. —Ed.] 

*  [PoBQins,  Cvrtus  Ph&osopkicus,  De  Jbrima,  4  [Fr.  Book  Spei,  Physica,  p.  iv.    Inde  Anu 

Dlsp.  lxlll.  qn.  ill.  conel.  8.]  ma,  dbp.  x.  p.  94.    Cf.  Anclllon,  JEssais  Phi. 

8  [Franeuci  de  Ovitdo  Ommu  PhQosopAiau,  to*.  (Now.  Mel.)  v.  11. 6.  ill.  p.  189.] 
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naturally  introduced  the  history  of  the  king,  and  of  the  treachery  of 
those  who  surrendered  his  person  to  his  enemies ;  this  again  intro- 
duced the  treachery  of  Judas  Iscariot,  and  the  sum  of  money  which 
he  received  for  his  reward.1 
But  if  thoughts,  and  feelings,  and    conations  (for  you  must 
observe,  that  the  train  is  not  limited  to  the 
Theexpwadon  train      phenomena  0f  cognition  only),2  do  not  arise 

of  thought  inolodes  the  „,  «  i      .  i 

phenomena  of  Cogiij-  <"  themselves,  but  only  in  causal  connection 

tion,  Feeling  and  con-  with  preceding  and  subsequent   modifications 

Ation*  of  mind,  it  remains  to  be  asked  and  answered,  — 

i*  there  any  law  be-  D0  the  links  of  this  chain  follow  each  other 

side*  that  of  aimpie  under  other  eon^tion  than  that  of  simple 

connection  which  reg-  ...  ,  , 

Hiatal  this  train  ?  connection, — in  other  words,  may  any  thought, 

feeling,  or  desire,  be  connected  with  any  other  ? 

Or,  is  the  succession  regulated  by  other  and  special  laws,  according 

to  which  certain  kinds  of  modification  exclusively  precede,  and 

exclusively  follow,  each  other?    The  slightest  observation  of  the 

phenomenon  shows,  that  the  latter  alternative  is  the  case ;  and  on 

this  all  philosophers  are  agreed.    Nor  do  philosophers  differ  in  regard 

to  what  kind  of  thoughts  (and  under  that  term, 

The  point  on  which      you  will  remark,  I  at  present  include  also  feel- 

pbiiosophen    difl*rj      ings  and    conations)  are  associated  together, 

and    question    to  he        __,  ...-»,  ,     .      *      •  «•  « 

oonaJdered.  They  differ  almost  exclusively  in  regard  to  the 

subordinate  question,  of  how  these  thoughts 
ought  to  be  classified,  and  carried  up  into  system.     This,  therefore, 
is  the  question  to  which  I  shall  address  myself,    referring  you 
for  illustrations  and  examples  of  the  fact  and  effects  of  Association, 
to  the  chapter  on  the  subject  in  the  first  volume  of  Mr.  Stewart's 
Elements*  in  which  you  will  find  its  details  treated  with  great 
elegance  and  ability. 
In  my  last  Lecture,  I  explained  to  you  how  thoughts,  once  expe- 
rienced, remain,  though  out  of  consciousness, 
Condition*  of  Repro-      still  in  possession  of  the  mind ;  and  I  have  now 
auction,  m  general-      to  show  you,  how  these  thoughts  retained  in 
in  all  ■ev*n.°*0I>   "'      memory,  may,  without  any  excitation  from  with- 
out, be  again    retrieved   by  an  excitation  or 
awakening   from    other    thoughts    within.     Philosophers    having 
observed,  that  one  thought  determined  another  to  arise,  and  that 


l  Ltviadum,  part  i.  chap.  Hi.  —  Ed.  Elements,  i.  o.  v.   Work*,  rol.  ii.  p.  267.  Brown, 

3  [Cf.  Fries,  Antkrepotofie,  vol.  i.  |  8,  p.  29,  Philosophy  0/  the  Human  Mind,  lock  xliv.  p. 

edit  1820.    Kritik,  i.  §  88.     H.  Sen  mid,  Vrr-  282  (edit  1880).]     [For  Artototle,  see  Rod's 

suck  einer  Metapkfuk  derin+eren  Natwr,  pp.  238,  Works,  p.  892,  898.  —  Ed.] 

'242.    Can*,  Psyehologie,  i.  p.  188.    Stewart,  »  Chap.  v.    Works,  ii.  262.  —  Ed. 
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this  determination  only  took  place  between  thoughts  which  stood 
in  certain  relations  to  each  other,  set  themselves  to  ascertain  and 
classify  the  kinds  of  correlation  under  which  this  occurred,  in  order 
to  generalize  the  laws  by  which  the  phenomenon  of  Reproduction 
was  governed.  Accordingly,  it  has  been  established,  that  thoughts 
are  associated,  that  is,  are  able  to  excite  each  other; — 1°,  If  coexis- 
tent, or  immediately  successive,  in  time;  2°,  If  their  objects  are 
conterminous  or  adjoining  in  space;  3°,  If  they  hold  the  dependence 
to  each  other  of  cause  and  effect,  or  of  mean  and  end,  or  of  whole 
and  part;  4°,  If  they  stand  in  a  relation  either  of  contrast  or  of 
similarity;  5°,  If  they  are  the  operations  of  the  same  power,  or  of 
different  powers  conversant  about  the  same  object ;  6°,  If  their 
objects  are  the  sign  and  the  signified;  or,  7°,  Even  if  their  objects 
are  accidentally  denoted  by  the  same  sound.  These,  as  far  as  I 
recollect,  are  all  the  classes  to  which  philoso- 
Axfctotie  red***  tiw  phers  have  attempted  to  reduce  the  principles  of 
ws  o  ""o"*  on  to      Mental  Association.    Aristotle  recalled  the  laws 

three;  and  implicitly 

to  one  canon.  of  this  connection  to  four,  or  rather  to  three, — 

Contiguity  in  time  and  space,  Resemblance,  and 

Contrariety.1    He  even  seems  to  have  thought  they  might  all  be 

carried  up  into  the  one  law  of  Coexistence. 

SfcAngtittiiiexpHc-      Aristotle  implicitly,  St.  Augustin*  explicitly, — 

Wy  reduces  these  laws      what  j^  never  y^en  observed,  — reduces  associ- 

to    one.  —  which  the 

author  calls  the  law  of      ation  to  a  single  canon,  — viz.,   Thoughts  that 

Eedintegration.  have  once  coexisted  in  the  mind  are  afterwards 

Maieoranoht,  associated.    This  law,  which  I  would  call  the 

Biifin  law  of  Redintegration,  was  afterwards  enounced 

Hume.  by  Malebranche,*  Wolf,4  and  Bilfinger;5    but 

without  any  reference  to  St.  Austin.     Hume, 

who  thinks  himself  the  first  philosopher  who  had  ever  attempted  to 

generalize  the  laws  of  association,  makes  them  three, — Resemblance, 

Contiguity  in  time  and  place,  and  Cause  and 

Effect.6    Gerard7  and  Beattie8  adopt,  with  little 

modification,  the  Aristotelic  classification.      Omitting  a  hundred 

others,  whose  opinions  would  be  curious  in  a  his- 

Stewart    Brown.  ^       of  the  aoctr;ne   J  g^U  notice  only  Stewart 

Stewart  quoted.  - 

and  Brown.    Stewart,9  after  disclaiming  any  at- 

1  De  Memoriatt  Remimseentia,c.il.  $  vili.-ED.  1  Essay  on  Taste,  part  Hi.  f  1.  pp.  167,168, 

s  Confessiones,  lib.  x.  chap,  xix  —  Ed.  edit.  1769  —  Ed 

3  Recherche  de  la  Yiritt,  1. 11.  o.  v.  —Ed.  8  Dissertations,  Moral  and  Critical*  —  Oflm- 

4  Ptythologia  Empirica,  $  280.— Ed.  agination,  0    ii.  f  1  et  seq.,  p  78.    Cf.  pp.9, 
«  See  Reifs  Works,  p.  899.  —Ed.  146.  —  Ed. 

*  Enquiry  concerning  Hitman  Understanding,        9  Element*,  yol.  ii.  o.  y.  part  I.  sect   il 
sect.  ill.  —  Ed.  Works,  vol.  ill.  p.  368.  —  Ed. 
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tempt  at  a  complete  enumeration,  mentions  two  classes  of  circum- 
stances as  useful  to  be  observed.  w  The  relations,"  he  says,  u  upon 
which  some  of  them  are  founded,  are  perfectly  obvious  to  the  mind ; 
those  which  are  the  foundation  of  others,  are  discovered  only  in 
consequence  of  particular  efforts  of  attention.  Of  the  former  kind 
are  the  relations  of  Resemblance  and  Analogy,  of  Contrariety,  of 
Vicinity  in  time  and  place,  and  those  which  arise  from  accidental 
coincidences  in  the  sound  of  different  words.  These,  in  general, 
connect  our  thoughts  together,  when  they  are'  suffered  to  take  their 
natural  course,  and  when  we  are  conscious  of  little  or  no  active 
exertion.  Of  the  latter  kind  are  the  relations  of  Cause  and  Effect, 
of  Means  and  End,  of  Premises  and  Conclusion ;  and  those  others 
which  regulate  the  train  of  thought  in  the  mind  of  the  philosopher, 
when  he  is  engaged  in  a  particular  investigation.9' 
Brown1  divides  the  circumstances  affecting  association  into 
primary  and  secondary.  Under  the  primary 
^Brown's  ciaaiflc*      ^ws  of  suggestion>  fce  includes  Resemblance, 

Contrast,  Contiguity  in  time  and  place, —  a  clas- 
sification identical  with  Aristotle's.  By  the  secondary,  he  means 
the  vivacity,  the  recentness,  and  the  frequent  repetition  of  our 
thoughts;  circumstances  which,  though  they  exert  an  influence  on 
the  recurrence  of  our  thoughts,  belong  to  a  different  order  of  causes 
from  those  we  are  at  present  considering.9 
Now  all  the  laws  which  I  have  hitherto  enumerated  may  be 
easily  reduced  to  two,  —  the  law  of  the  Simul- 
Th«  laws  enumerated  taneity,  and  the  law  of  the  Resemblance  or 
•dmit  of  reduction  to  Affinity,  of  Thought.8  Under  Simultaneity  I 
'    ^ .      include  Immediate  Consecution  in  time ;  to  the 

again  to  one   grand  ' 

law.  other  category  of  Affinity  every  other  circum- 

stance may  be  reduced.  I  shall  take  the  several 
cases  I  have  above  enumerated,  and  having  exemplified  their  influ- 
ence as  associating  principles,  I  shall  show  how  they  are  all  only 
special  modifications  of  the  two  laws  of  Simultaneity  and  Affinity ; 
which  two  laws,  I  shall  finally  prove  to  you,  are  themselves  only 
modifications  of  one  supreme  law,  —  the  law  of  Redintegration. 

The  first  law,  —  that  of  Simultaneity,  or  of  Coexistence  and 
Immediate  Succession  in  time, — is  too  evident  to  require  any 
illustration.    u  In  passing  along  a  road,"  as  Mr.  Stewart4  observes, 


1  PhOo$eph*oftki  Hmtum  Mnd,  toots,  acxxiy.  der  innsrt*  Natur,  p  241.    [Cf.  Fries,  Antkro- 
xxxvii.  —  Ed.  pologie,  i  J  8,  p.  29  (edit.  1820)]. 

2  See  Rtit?3  Works,  p.  910.  —  Ed.  4  Elements,  vol.  i.  0.  T.  p.  i,  $  1.     Wori*t  ii 
»  See  H.  Schmid,  Vtrsuck  sisur  MetapkysUo  263,268.-  Ed. 
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u  which  we  have  formerly  travelled  in  the  company  of  a  friend,  tile 

particulars  of  the  conversation  in  which  we  were- 

The  influence  of  the      then  engaged,  are  frequently  suggested  to  us  by 

trttod.  recollect  that  a  particular  subject  was  started; 

l  TbeUwofsimni-      and  in  passing  the  different  houses,  and  planta- 
uneity.  tions,  and  rivers,  the  arguments  we  were  discus- 

sing when  we  last  saw  them,  recur  spontane- 
ously to  the  memory.  The  connection  which  is  formed  in  the 
mind  between  the  words  of  a  language  and  the  ideas  they  denote; 
the  connection  which  is  formed  between  the  different  words  of  a 
discourse  we  have  committed  to  memory;  the  connection  between 
the  different  notes  of  a  piece  of  music  in  the  mind  of  the  musician, 
are  all  obvious  instances  of  the  same  general  law  of  our  nature." 
The  second  law,  —  that  of  the  Affinity  of  thoughts,  —  will  be 
best  illustrated  by  the  cases  of  which  it  is  the 

ii.  The  law  of  Af-      more  general  expression.    In  the  first  place,  in 
flnit3r>  the  case  of  resembling,  or  analogous,  or  partially 

nmbiin*  **x!Jo  onT  identical  objects,  it  will  not  be  denied  that  these 
or  partially  identical  virtually  suggest  each  other.  The  imagination 
o&jeeia.  0f  Alexander  carries  me  to  the  imagination  of 

Cfesar,  Caesar  to  Charlemagne,  Charlemagne  to 
Napoleon.  The  vision  of  a  portrait  suggests  the  image  of  the 
person  portrayed.  In  a  company  one  anecdote  suggests  another 
analogous.  This  principle  is  admirably  illustrated  from  the  mouth 
of  Shakspeare's  Merchant  of  Venice: 

u  My  wind,  cooling  my  broth, 
Would  blow  me  to  an  ague,  when  I  thought, 
What  harm  a  wind  too  great  might  do  at  sea. 
I  should  not  see  the  sandy  hour-glass  run. 
Bat  I  should  think  of  shallows  and  of  flats, 
And  see  my  wealthy  Andrew  dock'd  in  sand, 
Vailing  her  high  top  lower  than  her  ribs, 
To  kiss  her  burial.    Should  I  go  to  church, 
And  see  the  holy  edifice  of  stone, 
And  not  bethink  me  strait  of  dangerous  rocks  ? 
Which,  touching  but  my  gentle  vessel's  side, 
Would  scatter  all  the  spices  on  the  stream, 
Enrobe  the  roaring  waters  with  my  silks; 
And  In  a  word,— but  even  now  worth  this, 
And  now  worth  nothing." l 

l  Merchant  of  Ytmui  act  i.  scene  i. 


LBCT*  XXXL  METAPHYSICS.  433 

That  resembling,  analogous,  or  partially  identical  objects  stand  in 
reciprocal  affinity,  is  apparent ;  they  are  its  strongest  exemplifica- 
tions.   So  far  there  is  no  difficulty. 
In  the  second  place,  thoughts  standing  to  each  other  in  the 
relation  of  contrariety  or  contrast,  are  mutually 
x  The  <*»  of  eon-      Buggestive.    Thus  the  thought  of  vice  suggests 
thoughts.  tne  thought  of  virtue;  and,  in  the  mental  world, 

the  prince  and  the  peasant,  kings  and  beggars, 
are  inseparable  concomitants.  On  this  principle  are  dependent 
those  associations  which  constitute  the  charms  of  antithesis  and 
wit.  Thus  the  whole  pathos  of  Milton's  apostrophe  to  light,  lies  in 
the  contrast  of  his  own  darkness  to  the  resplendent  object  he 
addresses: 

"Hail,  holy  light,  offspring  of  heaven  first-born, 
Thee  I  revisit  safe, 
And  feel  thy  sovran  vital  lamp;  bat  thou 
Revisit'st  not  these  eyes,  that  roll  in  vain 
To  find  thy  piercing  ray,  and  find  no  dawn." l 

It  is  contrast  that  animates  the  ©de  of  Horace  to  Archytas : 

"  Te  marls  et  terns,  nomeroqve  carentls  arenas 
Mensorem  cohibent,  Archyta, 
Polveris  ezigni  prope  littos  parva  Marlnom 

Ifnnera:  nee  quidqnam  tdbi  prodest 
Aerial  tentasse  domos,  animoqne  rotondtun 
Fercurrisse  polnm,  morltoro."  * 

The  same  contrast  illuminates  the  stanza  of  Gray : 

"  The  boast  of  heraldry,  the  pomp  of  power, 
And  all  that  beauty,  all  that  wealth  ere  gave, 
Awaits  alike  the  inevitable  hoar;  — 
The  paths  of  glory  lead  bat  to  the  grave." 

And  in  what  else  does  the  beauty  of  the  following  line  consist,  but 
in  the  contrast  and  connection  of  life  and  death ;  life  being  repre- 
sented as  but  a  wayfaring  from  grave  to  grave? 

Tfs  filos  s  —  i«  rfa$oto  dop&r,  M  rt/tfior  6M*.* 

Who  can  think  of  Marius  sitting  amid  the  ruins  of  Carthage, 
without  thinking  of  the  resemblance  of  the  consul  and  the  city, — 

1  Jtowdtw  Lost,  book  ill. —Ed.    »  Cbnn.  i.  xzviH.  —Ed.     3  [Grcgor.  NasJans.  Can*.  xtr.J 

55 


.  4W  MBTAPHT8IC6.  LbcT.  XJLXL 

without  thinking  of  the  difference  between  their  past  and  present 
fortunes  ?  And  in  the  incomparable  epigram  of  Molsa  on  the  great 
Pompey,  the  effect  is  produced  by  the  contrast  of  the  life  and  death 
of  the  hero,  and  in  the  conversion  of  the  very  feet  of  Ms  post- 
humous dishonor  into  a  theme  of  the  noblest  panegyric 

"  Dux,  Pharia  quamvis  jaceas  inhnmatus  arena, 
Nob  ideo  fttfi  est  savior  ira  tnl: 
Indignum  front  teUns  tibl  victa  sepalcrum; 
Non  decult  ccelo,  te,  nisi,  Magne,  tegi."1 

Thus  that  objects,  though  contrasted,  are  still  akin,  —  still  stand 

to  each  other  in  a  relation  of  affinity,  depends 

Depends  on  the  io*>      on  fa^  logical  analogy.    The  axiom,  that  the 

tfeknowiedMof  eon-      knowledge  of  contraries  is  one,  proves  that  the 

trades  is  one.  thought  of  the  one  involves  the  thought  of  the 

other.1 

In  the  third  place,  objects  contiguous  in  place  are  associated. 

You  recollect  the  famous  passage  of  Cicero  in 

niS"  ,Mf  °f  ""*  the  fir8t  chaP<?r  of  the  ft*111  book  -De  ^nilnu, 
of  which  the  following  is  the  conclusion: — 
"Tanta  vis  admonitionis  est  in  locis,  ut,  non  sine  causa,  ex  his 
memorise  deducta  sit  discipline  ...  Id  quidem  infinitum  in 
hac  urbe ;  quocumque  enim  ingredimur,  in  aliquam  historiam  vesti- 
gium ponimus."  But  how  do  objects  adjacent  in  place  stand  in 
affinity  to  each  other  ?  Simply  because  local  contiguity  binds  up 
objects,  otherwise  unconnected,  into  a  single  object  of  perceptive 
thought. 
In  the  fourth  place,  thoughts  of  the  whole  and  the  parts,  of  the 
thing  and  its  properties,  of  the  sign  and  the 
and^*eto0fWh°le  thinS  signified,  —  of  these  it  is  superfluous  to 
illustrate  either  the  reality  of  the  influence,  or 
to  show  that  they  are  only  so  many  forms  of  affinity;  both  are 
equally  manifest.  But  in  this  case  affinity  is  not  the  only  principle 
of  association ;  here  simultaneity  also  occurs.  One  observation  I 
may  make  to  show,  that  what  Mr.  Stewart  promulgates  as  a  dis- 
tinct principle  of  association,  is  only  a  subordinate  modification 
of  the  two  great  laws  I  have  laid  down,  —  I  mean  his  association 
of  objects,  arising  from  accidental  coincidences  in  the  sound  of  the 
words  by  which  they  are  denoted.    Here  the  association  between 

l  [Carmwin  JBtfjtrnim  PoeUtntm  Jtafomm,  U     Contrariety  eqnlvalent  to  SfcuaHaneity,  tnaft» 
rf.  868.    Florentte,  1719.]  mneh  as  contraries,  etc.,  hare  common  attrl- 

*  [Alex.  ▲phrodJsiensis  (In  Top.  i.  1*) makes     boles.] 


LEOT.  XXXI  METAPHYSICS.  485 

the  objects  or  ideas  is  not  immediate.  One  object  or  idea  signified 
suggests  its  term  signifying.  Bat  a  complete  or  partial  identity 
in  sotmd  suggests  another  word,  and  that  word  suggests  the  thing 
or  thought  it  signifies.  The  two  things  or  thoughts  are  thus  asso- 
ciated, only  mediately,  through  the  association  of  their  signs,  and 
the  several  immediate  associations  are  very  simple  examples  of  the 
general  laws. 

In  the  fifth  place,  thoughts  of  causes  and  effects  reciprocally 
suggest   each  other.      Thus  the  falling  snow 

d  Zfeftt**  °f  €$am  G^tes  the  imagination  of  an  inundation ;  a 
shower  of  hail  a  thought  of  the  destruction 
of  the  fruit;  the  sight  of  wine  carries  us  back  to  the  grapes,  or 
the  sight  of  the  grapes  carries  us  forward  to  the  wine;  And  so 
forth.  But  cause  and  effect  not  only  naturally  but  necessarily 
suggest  each  other;  they  stand  in  the  closest  affinity,  and,  there- 
fore, whatever  phanomena  are  subsumed  under  this  relation,  as 
indeed  under  all  relations,  are,  consequently,  also  in  affinity. 

I  have  now,  I  think,  gone  through  all  the  circumstances  which 
philosophers  have  constituted  into  separate  laws 

ah  thm  separate  Qf  Association;  and  shown  that  they  easily 
to  two:— simoitan*  resolve  themselves  into  the  two  laws  of  Simul- 
fty  and  Affinity:  and  taneity  and  Affinity.  I  now  proceed  to  show 
these  again   are  xe-      vou  that  these  two  laws  themselves  are  reduci- 

solvable  into  the  on.        y  ^  j  j^    j   wouW   ^  ^ 

grand  law  of  Sedinte-  #   ' 

^ration.  *aw  of  Redintegration  or  Totality,  which,  as  I 

already  stated,  I  have  found  incidentally  ex- 
pressed by  St.  Augustin.1  This  law  may  be  thus  enounced,— 
Those  thoughts  suggest  each  other  which  had  previously  consti- 
tuted parts  of  the  same  entire  or  total  act  of  cognition.  Now 
to  the  same  entire  or  total  act  belong,  as  integral  or  constituent 
parts,  in  the  first  place,  those  thoughts  which  arose  at  the  same 
time,  or  in  immediate  consecution ;  and  in  the  second,  those  thoughts 
which  are  bound  up  into  one  by  their  mutual  affinity.  Thus,  there- 
fore, the  two  laws  of  Simultaneity  and  Affinity  are  carried  up  into 
unity,  in  the  higher  law  of  Redintegration  or  Totality;  and  by 
this  one  law  the'  whole  phenomena  of  Association  may  be  easily 
explained* 

l  Confe*sio*e»,x.l9.— Ed.  Redintegration,  see  R&uPs  WoHu,  Koto  $**, 

*For  historical  notices  of  the  law  of     p.  889.— Ed. 


.    LECTURE    XXXII. 

THE   BEFBODUCTIVE   FACULTY.  —  LAWS   OF   ASSOCIATION. 
SUGGESTION  AND  REMINISCENCE. 

Ik  our  last  Lecture  we  were  occupied  with  the  phenomena  of 
Reproduction,  as  the  result  of  the  laws  which 

Recapitulation.  r  ,  _ 

govern  the  succession  of  our  mental  train.  These 
laws,  as  they  have  been  called,  of  the  Association  of  our  Thoughts, 
comprehend  equally  the  whole  phenomena  of  mind,  — the  Cogni- 
tions, the  Feelings,  the  Desires.  I  enumerated  to  you  the  principal 
heads  under  which  philosophers  had  classed  the  circumstances  which 
constitute  between  thoughts  a  bond  of  association,  —  a  principle  of 
mutual  suggestion ;  and  showed  you  that  these  could  all  easily  be 
reduced  to  two  laws, — the  law  of  Simultaneity,  and  the  law  of 
Affinity.  By  the  former  of  these,  objects  coexistent  or  immediately 
consequent  in'  time  are  associated ;  by  the  latter,  things  which  stand 
in  a  mutual  affinity  to  each  other,  either  objectively  and  in  them* 
selves,  or  subjectively,  through  the  modes  under  which  the  mind 
conceives  them,  are  in  like  manner  reciprocally  suggestive.  These 
two  laws,  I  further  showed  you,  might  themselves  be  carried  up 
into  one  supreme  principle  of  Association,  which  I  called  the  law 
of  Redintegration  or  of  Totality;  and  according  to  which  thoughts 
or  mental  activities,  having  once  formed  parts  of  the  same  total 
thought  or  mental  activity,  tend  ever  after  immediately  to  suggest 
each  other.  Out  of  this  universal  law  every  special  law  of  Associa- 
tion may  easily  be  evolved,  as  they  are  all  only  so  many  modified 
expressions  of  this  common  principle  -—so  many  applications  of  it 
to  cases  more  or  less  particular. 

But  this  law  being  established  by  induction 

No  legitimate  pre-      and  generalization,  and  affording  an  explanation 

sumption  again*  tin      of  tne  vari0U8  ph®nomena  of  Association,  it  may 

of  BediLtration,  if      ^  •*«■»  How  »  this  law  it8elf  explained  ?    Oju 
fbuwt  inexplicable.         what  principle  of  our  intellectual  nature  is  it 
founded?    To  this   no  answer   can   be  legiti- 
mately demanded.     It  is  enough  for  the  natural  philosopher  to 
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reduce  the  special  laws  of  the  attraction  of  distant  bodies  to  the  one 
principle  of  gravitation ;  and  his  theory  is  not  invalidated,  because 
he  can  give  no  account  of  how  gravitation  is  itself  determined.  In 
all  our  explanations  of  the  phenomena  of  mind  and  matter,  we 
must  always  arrive  at  an  ultimate  fact  or  law,  of  which  we  are 
wholly  unable  to  afford  an  ulterior  explanation.  We  are,  therefore, 
entitled  to  decline  attempting  any  illustration  of  the  ground  on 
which  the  supreme  fact  or  law  of  Association  reposes ;  and  if  we 
do  attempt  such  illustration,  and  fail  in  the  endeavor,  no  presump- 
tion is,  therefore,  justly  to  be  raised  against  the  truth  of  the  fact  or 
principle  itself. 
But  an  illustration  of  this  great  law  is  involved  in  the  principle 
of  the  unity  of  the  mental  energies,  as  the  aetiv- 
Atfempfed  mute*-  ities  of  the  subject  one  and  indivisible,  to  which 
tion  or  the  grand  on  J  naVe  had  occasion  to  refer.1  "The  various 
wbieh  titii  law  r»-      ^^  Qf  mjn<j  mu8t  not  be  viewed  as  single, — 

poses,  from  the  unity  . 

of  the  gubjeet  of  the      **  isolated,  manifestations ;  they  all  belong  to 


the  one  activity  of  the  ego :  and,  consequently, 
if  our  various  mental  energies  are  only  partial 
modifications  of  the  same  general  activity,  they  must  all  be  associ- 
ated among  themselves.  Every  mental  energy, — every  thought, 
feeling,  desire  that  is  excited,  excites  at  the  same  time  all  other  pre- 
viously existent  activities,  in  a  certain  degree ;  it  spreads  its  excitar 
taon  over  the  whole  activities  of  the  mind,  as  the  agitation  of  one 
place  of  a  sheet  of  water  expands  itself  in  wider  and  wider  circles, 
over  the  whole  surface  of  the  fluid,  •  although,  in  proportion  to  its 
eccentricity,  it  is  always  becoming  fainter,  until  it  is  at  last  not  to 
be  perceived.  The  force  of  every  internal  activity  exists  only  in  a 
certain  limited  degree ;  consequently,  the  excitation  it  determines 
has  only  likewise  a  certain  limited  power  of  expansion,  and  is  con- 
tinually losing  in  vigor  in  proportion  to  its  eccentricity.  Thus  there 
are  formed  particular  centres,  particular  spheres,  of  internal  unity, 
within  which  the  activities  stand  to  each  other  in  a  closer  relation 
of  action  and  reaction ;  and  this,  in  proportion  as  they  more  or  less 
belong  already  to  a  single  energy, — in  proportion  as  they  gravitate 
more  or  less  proximately  to  the  same  centre  of  action.  A  plurality, 
a  complement,  of  several  activities  forms,  in  a  stricter  sense,  one 
whole  activity  for  itself;  an  invigoration  of  any  of  its  several  activi- 
ties is,  therefore,  an  invigoration  of  the  part  of  a  whole  activity; 
and  as  a  part  cannot  be  active  for  itself  alone,  there,  consequently, 
results  an  invigoration  of  the  whole,  that  is,  of  all  the  other  parte 

l  Seeftfeov*,  leot.  xxx.  p.  416.— Ed.  *  Ct  Pope,  Estay  on  Men,  It.  88S. — Kd. 
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of  which  it  is  composed.    Thus  the  supreme  law  of  association, — 
that  activities  excite  each  other  in  proportion  as  they  have  previ- 
ously belonged,  as  parts,  to  one  whole  activity,  —  is  explained  from 
the  still  more  universal  principle  of  the  unity  of  all  our  mental 
energies  in  general.1 
"But,  on  the  same  principle,  we  can  also  explain  the  two  subal- 
tern laws  of  Simultaneity  and  Affinity.     The 
The  )»*■  of  Sinwi-      phenomena  of  mind  are  manifested  under  a  two- 
«PilIb"l^^      fold  condition  or  form;  for  they  are  only  re- 
principie.  vealed,     1°,  As  occurrences  in  time;  and,  2°, 

As  the  energies  or  modifications  of  the  ego,  as 
their  cause  and  subject.  Time  and  Self  are  thus  the  two  forms  of 
the  internal  world.  By  these  two  forms,  therefore,  every  particular, 
every  limited,  unity  of  operation,  must  be  controlled ;— on  them  it 
must  depend.  And  it  is  precisely  these  two  forms  that  lie  at  the 
root  of  the  two  lawB  of  Simultaneity  and  Affinity.  Thus  acts  which 
are  exerted  at  the  same  time,  belong,  by  that  very  circumstance,  to 
the  same  particular  unity,  —  to  the  same  definite  sphere  of  mental 
energy;  in  other  words,  constitute  through  their  simultaneity  a 
single  activity.  Thus  energies,  however  heterogeneous  in  them- 
selves, if  developed  at  once,  belong  to  the  same  activity,  —  consti- 
tute a  particular  unity ;  and  they  will  operate  with  a  greater  sug- 
gestive influence  on  each  other,  in  proportion  as  they  are  more 
closely  connected  by  the  bond  of  time.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
affinity  of  mental  acts  or  modifications  will  be  determined  by  their 
particular  relations  to  the  ego,  as  their  cause  or  subject.  As  all  the 
activities  of  mind  obtain  a  unity  in  being  all  the  energies  of  the 
same  soul  or  active  principle  in  general,  so  they  are  bound  up  into 
particular  unities,  inasmuch  as  they  belong  to  some  particular  fac- 
ulty, —  resemble  each  other  in  the  common  ground  of  their  mani- 
festation. Thus  cognitions,  feelings,  and  volitions,  severally  awaken 
cognitions,  feelings,  and  volitions ;  for  they  severally  belong  to  the 
same  faculty,  and,  through  that  identity,  are  themselves  constituted 
into  distinct  unities :  or  again,  a  thought  of  the  cause  suggests  a 
thought  of  the  effect,  a  thought  of  the  mean  suggests  a  thought  of 
the  end,  a  thought  of  the  part  suggests  a  thought  of  the  whole ;  for 
cause  and  effect,  end  and  mean,  whole  and  parts,  have  subjectively 
an  indissoluble  affinity,  as  they  are  all  so  many  forms  or  organiza- 
tions of  thought.  In  like  manner,  the  notions  of  all  resembling 
objects  suggest  each  other,  for  they  possess  some  common  quality, 
through  whioh  they  are  in  thought  bound  up  in  a  single  act  of 
thought.     Even  the  notions  of  opposite  and  contrasted  objects 

1  W£lHet,4Mt*rofwfefM,i.29,«8.    £rMfc,M&l 
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mutually  excite  each  other  upon  the  same  principle ;  fbr  these  are 
logically  associated,  inasmuch  as,  by  the  laws  of  thought,  the  notion 
of  one  opposite  necessarily  involves  the  notions  of  the  other ;  and 
it  is  also  a  psychological  law;  that  contrasted  objects  relieve  each 
other.  Opposite,  jwxta  posita,  se  invioem  coUustrant.  When  the 
operations  of  different  faculties  are  mutually  suggestive,  they  are, 
likewise,  internally  connected  by  the  nature  of  their  action;  for 
they  are  either  conversant  with  the  Bame  object,  and  have  thus  been 
originally  determined  by  the  same  affection  from  without,  or  they 
have  originally  been  associated  through  some  form  of  the  mind 
itself;  thus  moral  cognitions,  moral  feelings,  and  moral  volitions, 
may  suggest  each  other,  through  the  common  bond  of  morality ; 
the  moral  principle  in  this  case  uniting  the  operations  of  the  three 
fundamental  powers  into  one  general  activity."1 
Before  leaving  this  Bubject,  I  must  call  your  attention  to  a  cir- 
cumstance which  I  formerly  incidentally  noticed.1 
Thoughts,  apparent.  It  sometimes  happens  that  thoughts  seem  to 
\j  nw«oeiated,  >eem      follow  each  ^^  immediately,  between  which 

to  follow  each  other 

immediately.  ^  **  impossible  to  detect  any  bond  of  association. 

If  this  anomaly  be  insoluble,  the  whole  theory  of 
association  is  overthrown.  Philosophers  have  accordingly  set  them- 
selves to  account  for  this  phenomenon.  To  deny  the  fact  of  the 
phenomenon  is  impossible ;  it  must,  therefore,  be  explained  on  the 
hypothesis  of  association.  Now,  in  their  attempts  at  such  an  expla- 
nation, all  philosophers  agree  in  regard  to  the  first  step  of  the 
solution,  but  they  differ  in  regard  to  the  second.  They  agree  iij 
this,— •  that,  admitting  the  apparent,  the  phenomenal,  immediacy 
of  the  consecution  of  the  two  unassociated  thoughts,  they  deny  its 
reality.  They  all  affirm,  that  there  have  actually  intervened  one  or 
more  thoughts,  through  the  mediation  of  which,  the  suggestion  in 
question  has  been  effected,  and  on  the  assumption  of  which  inter- 
mediation the  theory  of  association  remains  intact.  For  example, 
let  us  suppose  that  A  and  C  are  thoughts,  not  on  any  law  of  associ- 
ation suggestive  of  each  other,  and  that  A  and  C  appear  to  our  con* 
soiousness  as  following  each  other  immediately.  In  this  case,  I  say, 
philosophers  agree  in  supposing,  that  a  thought  B,  associated  with 
A  and  with  C,  and  which  consequently  oould  be  awakened  by  A, 
and  could  awaken  C,  has  intervened.  So  far  they  are  at  one.  But 
now  comes  their  separation.  It  is  asked,  how  .can  a  thought  be 
supposed  to  intervene,  of  which  consciousness  gives  us  no  indi- 

1  H.  SchraJd,  Yersueh  einer  Metaph.  p.  242-4;     tlons  —  Ed.]     Cf.  ReixT*  Work*,  Notea   D*» 
(tmaslatod  wtth  oooarional  brief  Interpol*.    andD***.— Ed. 
S  See  above,  lect  xviii.  p  244. —Ed. 
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cation  ?   In  reply  to  this,  two  answers  have  been  made.  By  one  set 
of  philosophers,  among  whom  I  may  particularly 

Jta  "•*£"*      "P*"*  Mr"  Stewart> *  »  ■«*• that  *»»  immedi- 
piuioMphan.  ate  thought  B,  having  been  awakened  by  A,  did 

rise  into  consciousness,  suggested  C,  and  was 
instantly  forgotten.  This  solution  is  apparently  that  exclusively 
known  in  Britain.  Other  philosophers,  following  the  indication  of 
Leibnitz,  by  whom  the  theory  of  obscure  or  latent  activities  was 
first  explicitly  promulgated,  maintain  that  the  intermediate  thought 
never  did  rise  into  consciousness.  They  hold  that  A  excited  B,  but 
that  the  exoitement  was  not  strong  enough  to  rouse  B  from  its 
state  of  latency,  though  strong  enough  to  enable  it  obscurely  to 
excite  C,  whose  latency  was  less,  and  to  afford  it  vivacity  sufficient 
to  rise  into  consciousness. 
Of  these  opinions,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  declaring  for  the 

latter.    I  formerly  showed  you  an  analysis  of 

To  tw  explained  on      some  of  the  most  palpable  and  familiar  phe- 

the  principle  of  la-      nomena  0f  mind,  which  made  the  supposition  of 

tent  modifications  of  rr 

Btaui.  mental  modifications  latent,  but  not  inert,  one 

of  absolute  necessity.  In  particular,  I  proved 
this  in  regard  to  the  phenomena  of  Perception.1  But  the  feet 
of  such  latencies  being  established  in  one  faculty,  they  afford  an 
easy  and  philosophical  explanation  of  the  phenomena  in  all.  In 
the  present  instance,  if  we  admit,  as  admit  we  must,  that  activities 
can  endure,  and  consequently  can  operate,  out  of  consciousness,  the 
question  is  at'  once  solved.  On  this  doctrine,  the  whole  theory 
of  association  obtains  an  easy  and  natural  completion ;  as  no  defi- 
nite line  can  be  drawn  between  clear  and  obscure  activities,  which 
melt  insensibly  into  each ;  and  both,  being  of  the  same  nature,  must 
be  supposed  to  operate  under  the  same  laws.  In  illustration  of  the 
mediatory  agency  of  latent  thoughts  in  the  process  of  sugges- 
tion, I  formerly  alluded  to  an  analogous  phenomenon  under  the 
laws  of  physical  motion,  which  I  may  again  call  to  your  remem- 
brance. If  a  series  of  elastic  balls,  say  of  ivory,  are  placed  in  a 
straight  line,  and  in  mutual  contact,,  and  if  the  first  be  sharply 
struck,  what  happens  ?  The  intermediate  balls  remain  at  rest;  the 
last  alone  is  moved. 
The  other  doctrine,  which  proceeds  upon  the  hypothesis  that  we 
can  be  conscious  of  a  thought  and  that  thought 
tto**  tenAbi*P  "^  **  "18tant^y  forgotten,  has  everything  against  it, 
and  nothing  in  its  favor.  In  the  first  place,  it 
does  not,  like  the  counter  hypothesis  of  latent  agencies,  only  apply 

l  Seeaboye,  leot.  rviH.p.  24*. -ED 
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a  principle  which  is  already  proved  to  exist;  it  on  the  contrary  lays 
its  foundation  in  a  fact  which  is  not  shown  to  be  real.  But  in  the 
second  place,  this  fact  is  not  only  not  shown  to  be  real:  it  is  im- 
probable,— nay  impossible;  for  it  contradicts  the  whole  analogy 
of  the  intellectual  phenomena.  The  memory  or  retention  of  a 
thought  is  in  proportion  to  its  vivacity  in  consciousness ;  but  that 
all  trace  of  its  existence  so  completely  perished  with  its  presence, 
that  reproduction  became  impossible,  even  the  instant  after,  —  this 
assumption  violates  every  probability,  in  gratuitously  disallowing 
the  established  law  of  the  proportion  between  consciousness  and 
memory.  But  on  this  subject,  having  formerly  spoken,  it  is  needless 
now  again  to  dwell.1 

So  much  for  the  laws  of  association, —the  laws  to  which  the 
faculty  of  Reproduction  is  subjected. 

This  faculty,  I  formerly  mentioned,  might  be  considered  as  oper- 
ating, either  spontaneously,  without  any  interference  of  the  will, 
or  as  modified  in  its  action  by  the  intervention  of  volition.  In  the 
one  case,  as  in  the  other,  the  Reproductive  Faculty  acts  in  sub- 
servience to  its  own  laws.  In  the  former  case,  one  thought  is  al- 
lowed to  suggest  another  according  to  the  greater  general  connec- 
tion subsisting  between  them ;  in  the  latter,  the 

The    Reproductive  /.,..,  .  . 

Faculty  divided  into  *ct  °*  volition,  by  concentrating  attention  upon 
two*  —  Spontaneous  a  certain  determinate  class  of  associating  cir- 
stggettion  and  Bam-      cumstances,  bestows  on  these  circumstances  an 

iniccence.  -,*  •        •  ■■  * 

extraordinary  vivacity,  and,  consequently,  ena- 
bles them  to  obtain  the  preponderance,  and  exclusively  to  deter- 
mine the  succession  of  the  intellectual  train.  The  former  of  these 
cases,  where  the  Reproductive  Faculty  is  left  wholly  to  itself,  may 
not  improperly  be  called  Spontaneous  Suggestion,  or  Suggestion 
simply;  the  latter  ought  to  obtain  the  name  of  Reminiscence  or 
Recollection,  (in  Greek  oWpvtprtt).  The  employment  of  these  terms 
in  these  significations,  corresponds  with  the  meaning  they  obtain 
in  common  usage.  Philosophers  have  not,  however,  always  so 
applied  them.  But  as  I  have  not  entered  on  a  criticism  of  the 
analyses  attempted  by  philosophers  of  the  faculties,  so  I  shall  say 
nothing  in  illustration  of  their  perversion  of  the  terms  by  which 
they  have  denoted  them. 
Recollection  or  Reminiscence  supposes  two  things.    tt  First,  it  is 

necessary  that  the  mind  recognize  the  identity 
What  Reminiscence      Qf  tWQ  yepregentations,  and  then  it  is  necessary 

that  the  mind  be  conscious  of  something  differ- 
ent from  the  first  impression,  in  consequence  of  which  it  affirms  to 

1  See  aboTe,  toot,  xviil.  p.  246. — Ed. 
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itself  that  it  had  formerly  experienced  this  modification.  It  is  pass* 
ing  marvellous,  this  conviction  that  we  have  of  the  identity  of  two 
representations;  for  they  are  only  similar,  not  the  same.  Were 
they  the  same,  it  would  be  impossible  to  discriminate  the  thought 
reproduced  from  the  thought  originally  experienced.'71  This  cir- 
cumstance justly  excited  the  admiration  of  St. 
st  AugiutiD'i  «>.      Augustin,  and  he  asks  how,  if  we  had  actually 

alysii  of  this  power,—  °  7  '  .  * 

detailed.  forgotten  a  thing,  we  could  so  categorically  af« 

firm,  —  it  is  not  that,  when  some  one  named  to 
us  another;  or,  it  is  that,  when  it  is  itself  presented.  The  question 
was  worthy  of  his  subtlety,  and  the  answer  does  honor  to  his  pene- 
tration. His  principle  is,  that  we  cannot  seek  in  our  own  memory 
for  that  of  which  we  have  no  sort  of  recollection,  "  Quod  omnino 
obliti  fuerainus  amissum  quaarere  non  possumus."  *  We  do  not  seek 
what  has  been  our  first  reflective  thought  in  infancy,  the  first  rear 
soning  we  have  performed,  the  first  free  act  which  raised  us  above 
the  rank  of  automata.  We  are  conscious  that  the  attempt  would 
be  fruitless ;  and  even  if  modifications  thus  lost  should  chance  to 
recur  to  our  mind,  we  should  not  be  able  to  say  with  truth  that  we 
had  recollected  them,  for  we  should  have  no  criterion  by  which  to 
recognize  them,  "  Cujus  nisi  memor  essem,  si  offeretur  mihi,  non 
invenirem,  quia  non  agnoscerem."  And  what  is  the  consequence 
he  deduces?  It  is  worthy  of  your  attention. 
From  the  moment,  then,  that  we  seek  aught  in  our  memory,  we 
declare,  by  that  very  act,  that  we  have  not  alto- 

*?Jui!m?~**      gether  folS°tte!1  it->  we  8tm  hold  of  ^  M  H 
were,  a  part,  and  by  this  part,  which  we  hold, 

we  seek  that  which  we  do  not  hold,  "  Ergo  non  totum  exciderat ; 
sed  ex  parte  qua  tenebatur,  alia  qiuerebatur."  And  what  is  the 
secret  motive  which  determines  us  to  this  research  ?  It  is  that  our 
memory  feels,  that  it  does  not  see  together  all  that  it  was  accus- 
tomed to  see  together,  "Quia  sentiebat  se  memoria  non  simul  vol* 
▼ere  qua  simul  solebat."  It  feels  with  regret  that  it  still  only  dis- 
covers a  part  of  itself,  and  hence  its  disquietude  to  seek  ont  what 
is  missing,  in  order  to  reannex  it  to  the  whole ;  like  to  those  reptiles, 
if  the  comparison  may  be  permitted,  whose  members  when  cut 
asunder  seek  again  to  reunite,  "Et  quasi  detruncata  consuetudine 
claudicans,  reddi  quod  deerat  flagitabat."  But  when  this  detached 
portion  of  our  memory  at  length  presents  itself  —  the  name,  for 
example,  of  a  person,  which  had  escaped  us;  how  shall  we  proceed 

lAntl\\on,E,»*i*PM*s*phiqiu*ili.w.mtl&.-'ltD.    Cfc Aadi*,  TrmiU d$ P JBmnw,  I, Vt 
*  Cottfesnotu,  lib.  x.  caps.  18, 19. 
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to  re&nnex  it  to  the  other  f  We  hare  only  to  allow  nature  to  do 
her  work.  For  if  the  name,  being  pronounced,  goes  of  itself  to 
reunite  itself  to  the  thought  of  the  person,  and  to  place  itself  so  to 
speak,  upon  his  face,  as  upon  its  ordinary  seat,  we  will  say,  without 
hesitation, — there  it  is.  And  if,  on  the  contrary,  it  obstinately  refuses 
to  go  there  to  place  itself,  in  order  to  rejoin  the  thought  to  which 
we  had  else  attached  it,  we  will  say  peremptorily  and  at  once, — 
no,  it  does  not  suit,  "  Non  connectitur,  quia  non  simul  cum  illo  cog- 
itari  consuevit.',  But  when  it  suits,  where  do  we  discover  this 
luminous  accordance  which  consummates  our  research  ?  And  where 
can  we  discover  it,  except  in  our  memory  itself, — in  Borne  back 
chamber  I  mean,  of  that  labyrinth  where  what  we  considered  as 
lost  had  only  gone  astray,  aEt  unde  adest,  nisi  ex  ipsa  memoria." 
And  the  proof  of  this  is  manifest.  When  the  name  presents  itself 
to  our  mind,  it  appears  neither  novel  nor  strange,  but  old  and  famil- 
iar, like  an  ancient  property  of  which  we  have  recovered  the  title- 
deeds,  "  Non  enim  quasi  novum  credimus,  sed  recordantes  appro- 
bamns." 

Such  is  the  doctrine  of  one  of  the  profonndest  thinkers  of  an- 
tiquity, and  whose  philosophical  opinions,  were  they  collected,  ar- 
ranged, and  illustrated,  would  raise  him  to  as  high  a  rank  among 
metaphysicians,  as  he  already  holds  among  theologians. 

u  Among  psychologists,  those  who  have  written  on  Memory  and 
Reproduction  with  the  greatest  detail  and  pre- 
Defe©t!nttaemn*iy*ta  cision,  have  still  failed  in  giving  more  than  a 
ofMwBorjandEepro-  meagre  outline  of  these  operations.  They  have 
JS^- to  SSL  tahin  **»**  only  of  the  notions  which  suggest 
lag  only  a  consecutive  «ach  other,  with  a  distinct  and  palpable  noto- 
order  of  association.  riety.  They  have  viewed  the  associations  only 
in  the  order  in  which  language  is  competent  to 
express  them;  and  as  language,  which  renders  them  still  more  pal- 
pable and  distinct,  can  only  express  them  in  a  consecutive  order,— 
can  only  express  them  one  after  another,  they  have  been  led  to 
suppose  that  thoughts  only  awaken  in  succession.  Thus,  a  series 
of  ideas  mutually  associated,  resembles,  on  the  doctrine  of  philoso- 
phers, a  chain  in  which  every  link  draws  up  that  which  follows; 
and  it  is  by  means  of  these  links  that  intelligence  labors  through, 
in  the  act  of  reminiscence,  to  the  end  which  it  proposes  to  attain.1 

u  There  are  some,  indeed,  among  them,  who  are  ready  to  acknowl- 
edge, that  every  actual  circumstance  is  associated  to  several  funda- 
mental notions,  and,  consequently,  to  several  chains,  between  which 

l  Cf.  ReWi  Work*,  p  906,  note  f.  —  £». 
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the  mind  may  choose;  they  admit  even  that  every  Hnk  is  attached 
to  several  others,  so  that  the  whole  forms  a  kind  of  trellis,  —  a  kind 
of  net-work,  which  the  mind  may  traverse  in  every  direction,  but 
still  always  in  a  single  direction  at  once,  —  always  in  a  succession 
similar  to  that  of  speech.  This  manner  of  explaining  reminiscence 
is  founded  solely  on  this,-— that,  content  to  have  observed  all  that 
is  distinctly  manifest  in  the  phenomenon,  they  have  paid  no  attention 
to  the  under  play  of  the  latescent  activities,  —  paid  no  attention  to 
all  that  custom  conceals,  and  conceals  the  more  effectually  in  pro- 
portion as  it  is  more  completely  blended  with  the  natural  agencies 
of  mind. 
u  Thus  their  theory,  true  in  itself,  and  departing  from  a  well-estab- 
lished principle,  — the  Association  of  Ideas,  ex- 
Eament  in  the  ph»-  plains  in  a  satisfactory  manner  a  portion  of  the 
nomena,  wbioh  the  phfBnomena  of  Reminiscence ;  but  it  is  inoom- 
common  theory  ftik      piete^  for  lt  fc  unaM6  to  account  for  the  prompt, 

to  explain,— the  move-        *  ,  ,,  .  „,.«,  « 

rnent  of  thongot  from  ea87»  *»d  vaned  operation  of  this  faculty,  or  for 
one  order  of  suhjeots  all  the  marvels  it  performs.  On  the  doctrine  of 
to  another.  the  philosophers,  we  can  explain  how  a  scholar 

repeats,  without  hesitation,  a  lesson  he  has 
learned,  for  all  the  words  are  associated  in  his  mind  according  to 
the  order  in  which  he  has  studied  them ;  how  he  demonstrates  a 
geometrical  theorem,  the  parts  of  which  are  connected  together  in 
the  same  manner;  these  and  similar  reminiscences  of  simple  succes- 
sions present  no  difficulties  which  the  common  doctrine  cannot 
resolve.  But  it  is  impossible,  on  this  doctrine,  to  explain  the  rapid 
and  certain  movement  of  thought,  which,  with  a  marvellous  facility, 
passes  from  one  order  of  subjects  to  another,  only  to  return  again  to 
the  first ;  which  advances,  retrogades,  deviates,  and  reverts,  sometimes 
marking  all  the  points  on  its  route,  again  clearing,  as  if  in  play, 
immense  intervals ;  which  runs  over  now  in  a  manifest  order,  now 
in  a  seeming  irregularity,  all  the  notions  relative  to  an  object,  often 
relative  to  several,  between  which  no  connection  could  be  suspected ; 
and  this  without  hesitation,  without  uncertainty,  without  error,  as 
the  hand  of  a  skilful  musician  expatiates  over  the  keys  of  the  most 
complex  organ.  All  this  is  inexplicable  on  the  meagre  and  con- 
tracted theory  on  which  the  phenomena  of  reproduction  have  been 
thought  explained." l 

44  To  form  a  correct  notion  of  the  phfBnomena  of  Reminiscence,  it 
is  requisite,  that  we  consider  under  what  conditions  it  is  determined 
to  exertion.    In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  noted  that,  at  every  crisis 

1  Cardaillao,  [Ktwiu  BUmentairu  ds  Pktiosopku,  i.U.0  Y.  p.  124  «t  **.— Sd.J 
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of  our  existence,  momentary  circumstances  are  the  causes  which 

awaken  our  activity,  and  set  our  recollection  at 

Condition*  vm&tr      work  to  supply  the  necessaries  of  thought.1    In 

vbkh   Beminiaoenee      the  second  place,  it  iB  as  constituting  a  want  (and 

fa  determined  to  eater-        -  ^  -  _  .       .  .  jr  .«■■ 

tion  by  want  I  mean  the  result  either  of  an  act  of  de- 

1.  ifoneater?  eu>  sire  or  of  volition),  that  the  determining  circum- 
ownaunoe*  the  cause*  stance  tends  principally  to  awaken  the  thoughts 
ofourment^^vi^.  with  whioh  it  fc  ^0^^.  This  being  the  case, 
tog  circumstance  most  we  should  expect  that  each  circumstance  which 
•oMtttatoawmat.  constitutes  a  want  should  suggest,  likewise,  the 

notion  of  an  object,  or  objects,  proper  to  sat- 
isfy it;  and  this  is  what  actually  happens.  It  is,  however,  fur- 
ther to  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  enough  that  the  want  suggests 
the  idea  of  the  object ;  for  if  that  idea  were  alone,  it  would  remain 
without  effect,  since  it  could  not  guide  me  in  the  procedure  I  should 
follow.  It  is  necessary,  at  the  same  time,  that  to  the  idea  of  this 
object  there  should  be  associated  the  notion  of  the  relation  of  this 
object  to  the  want,  of  the  place  where  I  may  find  it,  of  the  means 
by  which  I  may  procure  it,  and  turn  it  to  account,  etc.  For  instance, 
I  wish  to  make  a  quotation: — This  want  awakens  in  me  the  idea 
of  the  author  in  whom  the  passage  is  to  be  found,  which  I  am  desir- 
ous of  citing;  but  this  idea  would  be  fruitless,  unless  there  were 
conjoined,  at  the  same  time,  the  representation  of  the  volume,  of 
the  place  where  I  may  obtain  it,  of  the  means  I  must  employ,  etc. 
Hence  I  infer,  in  the  first  place,  that  a  want  does  not  awaken  an 

idea  of  its  object  alone,  but  that  it  awakens  it 
Condition!  nnder      accompanied  with  a  number,  more  or  less  con- 

which  a  want  i*  effeo-  .,       «.         -  ^  ,.  -    <.  .. 

Ave  to  d«torab*  rem-  adorable,  of  accessory  notions,  which  form,  as  it 

iaiK«m«e.  were,  its  train  or  attendance.    This  train  may 

1.  Awaken*  Um  mm  vary  according  to  the  nature  of  the  want  which 

.fitoobjeotnoogwiu,  TOggeBtg  Ae  notion  of  „,  object;  but  the  train 

certain   accessory  no- 

tionfl.  can  never  fell  wholly  off,  and  it  becomes  more 

indissolubly  attached  to  the  object,  in  proportion 

as  it  has  been  more  frequently  called  up  in  attendance. 

"  I  infer,  in  the  second  place,  that  this  accompaniment  of  accessory 

.  notions,  simultaneously  suggested  with  the  prin- 

norlons  ^"rfrtdl^        P*1  idea>  is  far  from  being  M  Avidly  and  did- 

repretented  in  con-  tinctly  represented  in  consciousness  as  that  idea 
acknunen  than  the  itself ;  and  when  these  accessories  have  once 
idea  itself.  ^^  completely  blended  with  the  habits  of 

the  mind,  and  its  reproductive  agency,  they  at  length  finally  dia- 

1  [tope  Jam  ipaflo  obrutam 
Levis  exotetam  memoriam  renovat  not*.    - 

Seneca,  (Edipus,  ▼.  820.] 
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appear,  becoming  fused,  as  it  were,  in  the  consciousness  of  die 
idea  to  which  they  are  attached.  Experience  proves  this  double 
effect  of  the  habits  of  reminiscence.  If  we  observe  our  opera- 
tions relative  to  the  gratification  of  a  want,  we  shall  perceive  that 
we  are  far  from  having  a  clear  consciousness  of  the  accessory 
notions ;  the  consciousness  of  them  is,  as  it  were,  obscured,  and  yet 
we  cannot  doubt  that  they  are  present  to  the  mind,  for  it  is  they 
that  direct  our  procedure  in  all  its  details. 

"  We  must,  therefore,  I  think,  admit  that  the  thought  of  an  object 
immediately  suggested  by  a  desire,  is  always  accompanied  by  an 
escort  more  or  less  numerous  of  accessory  thoughts,  equally  present 

to  the  mind,  though,  in  general,  unknown  in 
The  aceeaNHy  nc-  themselves  to  consciousness ;  tfcat  these  acoes- 
tionfl,  the  more  jnfln-  g^eg  a^  not  without  their  influence  in  guiding 
IT*™  «°fcrth£  ike  operations  elicited  by  the  principal  notion; 
withdrawn  from  eon-  and,  it  may  even  be  added,  that  they  are  so 
•douanees.  much  the  more  calculated  to  exert  an  effect  in 

the  conduct  of  our  procedure,  in  proportion  as, 
having  become  more  part  and  parcel  of  our  habits  of  reproduction, 
the  influences  they  exert  are  further  withdrawn,  in  ordinary,  from 

the  ken  of  consciousness."1     The  same  thing 

niB?wf!din  hf  **  maJr  **  ^U8trate<*  *>y  what  happens  to  us  in  the 
case  of  reading.  Originally  each  word,  each 
letter,  was  a  separate  object  of  consciousness.  At  length,  the 
knowledge  of  letters  and  words  and  lines  being,  as  it  were,  fused 
into  our  habits,  we  no  longer  have  any  distinct  consciousness  of 
them,  as  severally  concurring  to  the  result,  of  which  alone  we  are 
conscious.  But  that  each  word  and  letter  has  its  effect,  —  an  effect 
which  can  at  any  moment  become  an  object  of  consciousness,  is 
shown  by  the  following  experiment.  If  we  look  over  a  book  for 
the  occurrence  of  a  particular  name  or  word,  we  glance  our  eye 
over  a  page  from  top  to  bottom,  and  ascertain,  almost  in  a  moment, 
that  it  is  or  is  not  to  be  found  therein.  Here  the  mind  is  hardly 
conscious  of  a  single  word,  but  that  of  which  it  is  in  quest ;  but  yet 
it  is  evident,  that  each  other  word  and  letter  must  have  produced 
an  obscure  effect,  and  which  effect  the  mind  was  ready  to  discrim- 
inate and  strengthen,  so  as  to  call  it  into  clear  consciousness,  when- 
ever the  effect  was  found  to  be  that  which  the  letters  of  the  word 
sought  for  could  determine.  But,  if  the  mind  be  not  unaffected 
by  the  multitude  of  letters  and  words  which  it  surveys,  if  it  be 
able  to  ascertain  whether  the  combination  of  letters  constituting  the 

1  Cftidaillao,  [Etudes  JBftnml.  dt  PhOot.  t  il.  c.  ▼.  p.  128  et  seq.  —  Ed.] 
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word  it  seeks*  be  or  be  not  actually  among  them,  and  all  this  with- 
out any  distinct  consciousness  of  all  it  tries  and*  finds  defective ;  — 
why  may  we  not  suppose, — why  are  we  not  bound  to  suppose,  that 
the  mind  may,  in  like  manner,  overlook  its  book  of  memory,  and 
search  among  its  magaones  of  latesoent  cognitions  for  the  notions 
of  which  it  is  in  want,  awakening  these  into  consciousness,  and 
allowing  the  others  to  remain  in  their  obscurity  ? 

"  A  more  attentive  consideration  of  the  subject  will  show,  that 
we  have  not  yet  divined  the  faculty  of  Reminis- 
Groandi  for  inftf  cenoe  in  its  whole  extent.  Let  us  make  a  single 
ring  that  we  h»re  not  reflection.  Continually  struck  by  relations  of 
CTiMta  every  ***&,  continually  assailed  by  a  crowd  of 
fa  to  whole  extant.  perceptions  and  sensations  of  every  variety,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  occupied  with  a  complement 
of  thoughts;  we  experience  at  once,  and  we  are  more  or  less  dis- 
tinctly conscious  o£  a  considerable  number  of  wants,  —  wants  some- 
times real,  sometimes  factitious  or  imaginary,  —  phenomena,  how- 
ever, all  stamped  with  the  same  characters,  and  all  stimulating  us 
to  act  with  more  or  less  of  energy.  And  as  we  choose  among  the 
different  wants  which  we  would  satisfy,  as  well  as  among  the  dif- 
ferent means  of  satisfying  that  want  which  we  determine  to  prefer; 
and  as  the  motives  of  this  preference  are  taken  either  from  among 
the  principal  ideas  relative  to  each  of  these  several  wants,  or  from 
among  the  accessory  ideas  which  habit  has  established  into  their 
necessary  escorts; — in  all  these  cases  it  is  requisite,  that  all  the 
circumstances  should  at  once,  and  from  the  moment  they  have  taken 
the  character  of  wants,  produce  an  effect,  correspondent  to  that 
which,  we  have  seen,  is  caused  by  each  in  particular.  Hence  we 
are  compelled  to  conclude,  that  the  complement  of  the  circumstances 
by  which  we  are  thus  affected,  has  the  effect  of  rendering  always 
present  to  us,  and,  consequently,  of  placing  at  our  disposal,  an  im- 
mense number  of  thoughts;  some  of  which  certainly  are  distinctly 
recognized,  being  accompanied  by  a  vivid  consciousness,  but  the 
greater  number  of  which,  although  remaining  latent,  are  not  the 
less  effective  in  continually  exercising  their  peculiar  influence  on 
our  modes  of  judging  and  acting. 1 

"  We  might  say,  that  each  of  these  momentary  circumstances  is 
a  kind  of  electric  shock  which  is  communicated  to  a  certain  portion, 
—to  a  certain  limited  sphere,  of  intelligence;  and  the  sum  of  all 
these  circumstances  is  equal  to  so  many  shocks  which,  given  at  once 


1  [Cf.  Wolf,  Psychologic,  Rational^  fj  96, 87.     SuwH,  pertic  78,  pp.  166, 166  (Florence,  1666), 
MayneUos  Ifftyaetiiu,  In  Jriu.  De  Semu  et     and  Simon  Simonlne,  Ibid.  p.  2670 
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at  so  many  different  points,  produce  a  general  agitation.  We  may 
form  some  rude  conception  of  this  phenomenon  by  an  analogy. 
We  may  compare  it,  in  the  former  case,  to  those  concentric  circles 
which  are  presented  to  oar  observation  on  a  smooth  sheet  of  water, 
when  its  surface  is  agitated  by  throwing  in  a  pebble;  and,  in  the 
latter  case,  to  the  same  'surface  when  agitated  by  a  number  of  peb- 
bles thrown  simultaneously  at  different  points. 
u  To  obtain  a  clearer  notion  of  this  phenomenon,  I  may  add  some 
observations  on  the  relation  of  our  thoughts 
fro^the^uu^0*^  among  themselves,  and  with  the  determining 
oar  thoughts  among  circumstances  of  the  moment, 
theweives,  and  with  "  1°,  Among  the  thoughts,  notions,  or  ideas 

the  determining  dr-      which  belong  to  the  different  groups,  attached 

cnniBUuioos  of  the  no-  «  •      «      «  •  •       i  « 

menL  to  the  principal  representations  simultaneously 

awakened,  there  are  some  reciprocally  connected 
by  relations  proper  to  themselves ;  so  that,  in  this  whole  comple- 
ment of  coexistent  activities,  these  tend  to  excite  each  other  to 
higher  vigor,  and,  consequently,  to  obtain  for  themselves  a  kind  of 
preeminence  in  the  group  or  particular  circle  of  activity  to  which 
they  belong. 

"2°,  There  are  thoughts  associated,  whether  as  principals  or 
accessories,  to  a  greater  number  of  determining  circumstances,  or 
to  circumstances  which  recur  more  frequently.  Hence  they  present 
themselves  oftener  than  the  others,  they  enter  more  completely  into 
our  habits,  and  take,  in  a  more  absolute  manner,  the  character  of 
customary  or  habitual  notions.  It  hence  results,  that  they  are  less 
obtrusive,  though  more  energetic,  in  their  influence,  enacting,  as 
they  do,  a  principal  part  in  almost  all  our  deliberations;  and  exer- 
cising a  stronger  influence  on  our  determinations. 

"  3°,  Among  this  great  crowd  of  thoughts,  simultaneously  excited, 
those  which  are  connected  with  circumstances  which  more  vividly 
affect  us,  assume  not  only  the  ascendant  over  others  of  the  same 
description  with  themselves,  but  likewise  predominate  over  all  those 
which  are  dependent  on  circumstances  of  a  feebler  determining 
influence. 

"From  these  three  considerations  we  ought,  therefore,  to  infer, 
that  the  thoughts  connected  with  circumstances  on  which  our 
attention  is  more  specially  concentrated,  are  those  which  prevail 
over  the  others;  for  the  effect  of  attention  is  to  render  dominant 
and  exclusive  the  object  on  which  it  is  directed,  and  during  the 
moment  of  attention,  it  is  the  circumstance  to  which  we  attend 
that  necessarily  obtains  the  ascendant.      * 

"Thus  if  we  appreciate  correctly  the  phenomena  of  Reproduo- 
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lion  or  Reminiscence,  we  shall  recognize,  as  an  incontestable  fact, 

that  our  thoughts  suggest  each  other,  not  one  by 

General  concinsions.      one  successively,  as  the  order  to  which  language 

Xhonghts     awakened        ^  astricted  might  lead  u8  to  fafa.  but  tbat  ^ 
not  only    In    snooes-  ° 

•ion,  but  limoitane-      complement  of  circumstances  under  which  we  at 
ouaiy.  every  moment  exist,  awakens  simultaneously  a 

great  number  of  thoughts ;  these  it  calls  into  the 
presence  of  the  mind,  either  to  place  them  at  our  disposal,  if  we 
find  it  requisite  to  employ  them,  or  to  make  them  cooperate  in  our 
deliberations  by  giving  them,  according  to  their  nature  and  our 
habits,  an  influence,  more  or  less  active,  on  our  judgments  and  con- 
sequent acts. 
"It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  in  this  great  crowd  of  thoughts 

always  present  to  the  mind,  there  is  only  a  small 
or  these  some  only      number  of  which  we  are  distinctly  conscious : 

become  objects  of  clear 

consciousness.  an<^  ^at  m  t^U8  8ma^  number  we  ought  to  dis- 

tinguish those  which,  being  clothed  in  language, 
oral  or  mental,  become  the  objects  of  a  more  fixed  attention ;  those 
which  hold  a  closer  relation  to  circumstances  more  impressive  than 
others ;  or  which  receive  a  predominant  character  by  the  more  vig- 
orous attention  we  bestow  on  them.  As  to  the  others,  although 
not  the  objects  of  clear  consciousness,  they  are  nevertheless  present 
to  the  mind,  there  to  perform  a  very  important  part  as  motive 
principles  of  determination ;  and  the  influence  which  they  exert  in 
this  capacity  is  even  the  more  powerful  in  proportion  as  it  is  less 
apparent,  being  more  disguised  by  habit."  * 

1  Cardafflac,  [Etude*  EUment.  d*  Pftdo$.y  t  li.  *  r.  p.  18t  *  *•*>  — Ed.J 
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LECTURE    XXXIII. 

THE  REPRESENTATIVE  FACULTY  —IMAGINATION. 

Lr  my  last  Lecture,  I  concluded  the  special  consideration  of  the 
elementary  process  of  calling  up  or  resuscitating 
P  *  out  of  unconsciousness  the  mental  modifications 

which  the  mind,  by  its  Retentive  Faculty,  preserves  from  absolute 
extinction;  the  process  to  which  I  gave  the  not  unexceptionable 
name  of  the  Reproductive,  and  which,  as  left  to  its  spontaneous 
action,  or  as  modified  by  the  will,  obtains  the  several  denominations 
of  Suggestion,  or  of  Reminiscence.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  Lec- 
ture, I  was  engaged  in  showing  that  the  common  doctrine  in  regard 
to  Reproduction  is  altogether  inadequate  to  the  phenomena,— that 
it  allows  to  the  mind  only  the  power  of  reproducing  the  minima  of 
thought  in  succession,  as  in  speech  it  can  only  enunciate  these  one 
after  another ;  whereas,  in  the  process  of  Suggestion  and  Reminis* 
cence,  thoughts  are  awakened  simultaneously  in  multitudes,  in  so 
far  as  to  be  brought  into  the  immediate  presence  of  the  mind ;  in 
other  words,  they  all,  like  the  letters  of  a  writing  which  we  glance 
over,  produce  their  effect,  but  those  only  upon  which  the  mind  con- 
centrates its  attention  are  drawn  out  into  the  light  and  foreground 
of  consciousness. 

Having  thus  terminated  the  separate  consideration  of  the  two 
first  of  the  three  correlative  processes  of  Retention,  Reproduction, 
and  Representation,  I  proceed  to  the  special  discussion  of  the  last, 
— the  Representative  Faculty. 

By  the  faculty  of  Representation,  as  I  formerly  mentioned,  I 
mean  strictly  the  power  the  mind  has  of  hold- 

i^Uot-^^"      in*  UP  ^^y  before  it8elf  the  thouShte  which> 
by  the  act  of  Reproduction,  it  has  recalled  into 

consciousness.  Though  the  processes  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
duction cannot  exist  independently  of  each  other,  they  are  never- 
theless not  more  to  be  confounded  into  one  than  those  of  Repro- 
duction and  Conservation.     They  are,  indeed,  discriminated  by 
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differences  sufficiently  decisive.  Reproduction,  as  we  have  seen, 
operates,  in  part  at  least,  out  of  consciousness.  Representation,  on 
the  contrary,  is  only  realized  as  it  is  realized  in  consciousness ;  the 
degree  or  vivacity  of  the  representation  being  always  in  proportion 
to  the  degree  or  vivacity  of  our  consciousness  of  its  reality.  Nor 
are  the  energies  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
BepreMntetion  and  duction  always  exerted  by  the  same  individual 
Beproduction  not  ai-      ^  |  inten8ity  any  more  tnan  the  energies 

ways  exerted  by  the        •    .  _/  ,        .  ,  V*  •  «  .     , 

■am*  individoal  in  °*  Reproduction  and  Retention.  Some  minds 
equal  intensity;  bnt  are  distinguished  for  a  higher  power  of  mani- 
aii  strong  or  weak  in  festing  one  of  these  phenomena;  others,  for 
L*  reference  to  "the  manifesting  another;  and  as  it  is  not  always 
same  classes  of  objects,  the  person  who  forgets  nothing,  who  can  most 
promptly  recall  what  he  retains,  so  neither  is  it 
always  the  person  who  recollects  most  easily  and  correctly,  who 
can  exhibit  what  he  remembers  in  the  most  vivid  colors.  It  is  to 
be  recollected,  however,  that  Retention,  Reproduction,  and  Repre- 
sentation, though  not  in  different  persons  of  the  same  relative  vigor, 
are,  however,  in  the  same  individuals,  all  strong  or  weak  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  classes  of  objects.  For  example,  if  a  man's 
memory  be  more  peculiarly  retentive  of  words,  his  verbal  reminis- 
cence and  imagination  will,  in  like  manner,  be  more  particularly 
energetic. 

I  formerly  observed,  that  philosophers  not  having  carried  their 
psychological  analysis  so  far  as  the  constituent  or  elementary  pro- 
cesses, the  faculties  in  their  systems  are  only  precarious  unions  of 
these  processes,  in  binary  or  even  trinary  combination, — unions, 
consequently,  in  which  hardly  any  two  philosophers  are  at  one.  In 
common  language^it  is  not  of  course  to  be  expected  that  there 
should  be  found  terms  to  express  the  result  of  an  analysis,  which 
had  not  even  been  performed  by  philosophers;  and,  accordingly, 
the  term  Imagination  or  Phantasy,  which  denotes  most  nearly  the 
representative  process,  does  this,  however,  not  without  an  admixture 
of  other  processes,  which  it  is  of  consequence  for  scientific  precision 
that  we  should  consider  apart. 

Philosophers  have  divided  Imagination  into  two, — what  they 

call  the  Reproductive  and  the  Productive.    By 

Phfloaophersharedi-      the  former,  they  mean  imagination  considered 

Tided  imagination  in-      M  gimply  ree^ibiting,  representing  the  objects 

to  Reproductive  (Con-  f  *  .  .  f       .  f.,  .  .        \ 

ception,)  and  Produo-      presented  by  perception,  that  is,  exhibiting  them 

tire.  without  addition,  or  retrenchment,  or  any  change 

in  the  relations  which  they  reciprocally  held, 

when  first  made  known  to  us  through  sense.    This  operation  Mr. 
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far  as  to  be  brought  into  the  immediate  presence  of  the  mind ;  in 
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— the  Representative  Faculty. 

By  the  faculty  of  Representation,  as  I  formerly  mentioned,  I 
mean  strictly  the  power  the  mind  has  of  hold- 

JltaLra  -wbrfT  mg  up  yividl7  before  it8elf  the  thoughts  which, 
by  the  act  of  Reproduction,  it  has  recalled  into 
consciousness.  Though  the  processes  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
duction cannot  exist  independently  of  each  other,  they  are  never- 
theless not  more  to  be  confounded  into  one  than  those  of  Repro- 
duction and  Conservation.     They  are,  indeed,  discriminated  by 
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differences  sufficiently  decisive.  Reproduction,  as  we  hare  Been, 
operates,  in  part  at  least,  out  of  consciousness.  Representation,  on 
the  contrary,  is  only  realized  as  it  is  realized  in  consciousness ;  the 
degree  or  vivacity  of  the  representation  being  always  in  proportion 
to  the  degree  or  vivacity  of  our  consciousness  of  its  reality.  Nor 
are  the  energies  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
Repreaenution  and  duction  always  exerted  by  the  same  individual 
Beprodaetion  not  ai-      m      ual  inten8ity  aily  more  than  the  energies 

way.  exerted  by  the  J1  "       J  ? 

■am*  individual  in  °*  Reproduction  and  Retention.  Some  minds 
equal  intensity;  but  are  distinguished  for  a  higher  power  of  mani- 
aii  atronf  or  weak  fa  festing  one  of  these  phenomena;  others,  for 
Preference  to  ^e  manifesting  another;  and  as  it  is  not  always 
saine  classes  of  objects,      the  person  who  forgets  nothing,  who  can  most 

promptly  recall  what  he  retains,  so  neither  is  it 
always  the  person  who  recollects  most  easily  and  correctly,  who 
can  exhibit  what  he  remembers  in  the  most  vivid  colors.  It  is  to 
be  recollected,  however,  that  Retention,  Reproduction,  and  Repre- 
sentation, though  not  in  different  persons  of  the  same  relative  vigor, 
are,  however,  in  the  same  individuals,  all  strong  or  weak  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  classes  of  objects.  For  example,  if  a  man's 
memory  be  more  peculiarly  retentive  of  words,  his  verbal  reminis- 
cence and  imagination  will,  in  like  manner,  be  more  particularly 
energetic. 

I  formerly  observed,  that  philosophers  not  having  carried  their 
psychological  analysis  so  far  as  the  constituent  or  elementary  pro- 
cesses, the  faculties  in  their  systems  are  only  precarious  unions  of 
these  processes,  in  binary  or  even  trinary  combination, — unions, 
consequently,  in  which  hardly  any  two  philosophers  are  at  one.  In 
common  language^it  is  not  of  course  to  be  expected  that  there 
should  be  found  terms  to  express  the  result  of  an  analysis,  which 
had  not  even  been  performed  by  philosophers;  and,  accordingly, 
the  term  Imagination  or  Phantasy^  which  denotes  most  nearly  the 
representative  process,  does  this,  however,  not  without  an  admixture 
of  other  processes,  which  it  is  of  consequence  for  scientific  precision 
that  we  should  consider  apart. 
Philosophers  have  divided  Imagination  into  two, — what  they 

call  the  Reproductive  and  the  Productive.    By 

FbfloeopfcerahaTedi-      the  former,  they  mean  imagination  considered 

Tid«t  imagination  in-      M  gimply  reexhibiting,  representing  the  objects 

wp^o^Md^odu^      presented  by  perception,  that  is,  exhibiting  them 

thu.  without  addition,  or  retrenchment,  or  any  change 

in  the  relations  which  they  reciprocally  held, 
when  first  made  known  to  us  through  sense.    This  operation  Mr. 
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THE  REPRESENTATIVE  FACULTY  —IMAGINATION. 

In  my  last  Lecture,  I  concluded  the  special  consideration  of  the 
itnuti  elementary  process  of  calling  up  or  resuscitating 

out  of  unconsciousness  the  mental  modifications 
which  the  mind,  by  its  Retentive  Faculty,  preserves  from  absolute 
extinction;  the  process  to  which  I  gave  the  not  unexceptionable 
name  of  the  Reproductive,  and  which,  as  left  to  its  spontaneous 
action,  or  as  modified  by  the  will,  obtains  the  several  denominations 
of  Suggestion,  or  of  Reminiscence.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  Lec- 
ture, I  was  engaged  in  showing  that  the  common  doctrine  in  regard 
to  Reproduction  is  altogether  inadequate  to  the  phsenomena, — that 
it  allows  to  the  mind  only  the  power  of  reproducing  the  minima  of 
thought  in  succession,  as  in  speech  it  can  only  enunciate  these  one 
after  another ;  whereas,  in  the  process  of  Suggestion  and  Reminis^ 
cence,  thoughts  are  awakened  simultaneously  in  multitudes,  in  so 
far  as  to  be  brought  into  the  immediate  presence  of  the  mind ;  in 
other  words,  they  all,  like  the  letters  of  a  writing  which  we  glance 
over,  produce  their  effect,  but  those  only  upon  which  the  mind  con- 
centrates its  attention  are  drawn  out  into  the  light  and  foreground 
of  consciousness. 

Having  thus  terminated  the  separate  consideration  of  the  two 
first  of  the  three  correlative  processes  of  Retention,  Reproduction, 
and  Representation,  I  proceed  to  the  special  discussion  of  the  last, 
—  the  Representative  Faculty. 

By  the  faculty  of  Representation,  as  I  formerly  mentioned,  I 
mean  strictly  the  power  the  mind  has  of  hold- 

rJTJL™  -Ci^T      "«  UP  ^^  before  itself  the  thouShte  which> 
by  the  act  of  Reproduction,  it  has  recalled  into 

consciousness.  Though  the  processes  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
duction cannot  exist  independently  of  each  other,  they  are  never- 
theless not  more  to  be  confounded  into  one  than  those  of  Repro- 
duction and   Conservation.     They  are,  indeed,  discriminated  by 
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differences  sufficiently  decisive.  Reproduction,  as  we  have  seen, 
operates,  in  part  at  least,  ont  of  consciousness.  Representation,  on 
the  contrary,  is  only  realized  as  it  is  realized  in  consciousness ;  the 
degree  or  vivacity  of  the  representation  being  always  in  proportion 
to  the  degree  or  vivacity  of  our  consciousness  of  its  reality.  Nor 
are  the  energies  of  Representation  and  Repro- 
RepreMatatiott  and  duction  always  exerted  by  the  same  individual 
Reproduction  not  ai-      m        al  inten8ity  any  more  fl^  the  energies 

ways  exerted  by  the  J1  J '       J  * 

■am*  individual  in  °*  Reproduction  and  Retention.  Some  minds 
equal  intensity;  bnt  are  distinguished  for  a  higher  power  of  mani- 
aii  strong;  or  weak  in  festing  one  of  these  phenomena;  others,  for 
L° reference  to  the  manifesting  another;  and  as  it  is  not  always 
■ameciawes  or  object*  the  person  who  forgets  nothing,  who  can  most 
promptly  recall  what  he  retains,  so  neither  is  it 
always  the  person  who  recollects  most  easily  and  correctly,  who 
can  exhibit  what  he  remembers  in  the  most  vivid  colors.  It  is  to 
be  recollected,  however,  that  Retention,  Reproduction,  and  Repre- 
sentation, though  not  in  different  persons  of  the  same  relative  vigor, 
are,  however,  in  the  same  individuals,  all  strong  or  weak  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  classes  of  objects.  For  example,  if  a  man's 
memory  be  more  peculiarly  retentive  of  words,  his  verbal  reminis- 
cence and  imagination  will,  in  like  manner,  be  more  particularly 
energetic. 

I  formerly  observed,  that  philosophers  not  having  carried  their 
psychological  analysis  so  far  as  the  constituent  or  elementary  pro- 
cesses, the  faculties  in  their  systems  are  only  precarious  unions  of 
these  processes,  in  binary  or  even  trinary  combination, — unions, 
consequently,  in  which  hardly  any  two  philosophers  are  at  one.  In 
common  language^H  is  not  of  course  to  be  expected  that  there 
should  be  found  terms  to  express  the  result  of  an  analysis,  which 
had  not  even  been  performed  by  philosophers;  and,  accordingly, 
the  term  Imagination  or  Phantasy,  which  denotes  most  nearly  the 
representative  process,  does  this,  however,  not  without  an  admixture 
of  other  processes,  which  it  is  of  consequence  for  scientific  precision 
that  we  should  consider  apart. 

Philosophers  have  divided  Imagination  into  two, — what  they 

call  the  Reproductive  and  the  Productive.    By 

PnfloBopher»BaT«di-      the  former,  they  mean  imagination  considered 

▼ided  imagination  in-      M  gimply  reexhibiting,  representing  the  objects 

to  Reproductive  (Con-  *  -  .  f       .  P.,  .  .  • 

ception,)  and  Prodnc      presented  by  perception,  that  is,  exhibiting  them 

trre.  without  addition,  or  retrenchment,  or  any  change 

in  the  relations  which  they  reciprocally  held, 

when  first  made  known  to  us  through  sense.    This  operation  Mr. 
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logical  order  is  a  child  of  art,  it  is  the  result  of  oar  will ;  bat  it  is 
conformed  to  the  laws  of  intelligence,  which  tend  always  to  recall 
the  particular  to  the  general,  or  the  general  to  the  particular.  The 
poetical  order  is  exclusively  calculated  on  effect.  Pindar  would  not 
be  a  lyric  poet,  if  his  thoughts  and  images  followed  each  other  in 
the  common  order,  or  in  the  logical  order.  The  state  of  mind  in 
which  thought  and  feeling  clothe  themselves  in  lyric  forms,  is  a  state 
in  which  thoughts  and  feelings  are  associated  in  an  extraordinary 
manner, — in  which  they  have,  in  fact,  no  other  relation  than  that 
which  groups  and  moves  them  around  the  dominant  thought  or 
feeling  which  forms  the  subject  of  the  ode." 

44  Thoughts  which  follow  each  other  only  in  the  natural  order,  or 

as  they  are  associated  in  the  minds  of  men  in 

Associations  tedious,      general,  form  tedious  conversations  and  tiresome 

able.      g,Wl  *****      books.     Thoughts,  on  the  other  hand,  whose 

connection  is  singular,  capricious,  extraordinary, 
are  unpleasing;  whether  it  be  that  they  strike  us  as  improbable,  or 
that  the  effort  which  has  been  required  to  produce,  supposes  a  cor- 
responding effort  to  comprehend.  Thoughts  whose  association  is 
at  once  simple  and  new,  and  which,  though  not  previously  witnessed 
in  conjunction,  are  yet  approximated  without  a  violent  exertion, — 
such  thoughts  please  universally,  by  affording  the  mind  the  pleasures 
of  novelty  and  exercise  at  once." 
u  A  peculiar  kind  of  imagination,  determined  by  a  peculiar  order 

of  association,  is  usually  found  in  every  period 
Peculiar  kinds  of      0f  life,  in  every  sex,  in  every  country,  in  every 

imagination  dctermin-  t    •  *i_  1    j  j*  ••11 

•dbj  peculiar  orders  religion.  A  knowledge  of  men  principally  con- 
of  association.  sists  in  a  knowledge  of  the  principles  by  which 

their  thoughts  are  linked  and  represented.  The 
study  of  this  is  of  importance  to  the  instructor,  in  order  to  direct 
the  character  and  intellect  of  his  pupils ;  to  the  statesman,  that  he 
may  exert  his  influence  on  the  public  opinion  and  manners  of  a 
people ;  to  the  poet,  that  he  may  give  truth  and  reality  to  his  dra- 
matic situations;  to  the  orator,  in  order  to  convince  and  persuade; 
to  the  man  of  the  world,  if  h.e  would  give  interest  to  his  conversa- 
tion." 
u  Authors  who  have  made  a  successful  study  of  this  subject,  skim 

over  a  multitude  of  circumstances  under  which 

Difference  between      ^  occurrence  has  taken  place ;  because  they  are 
a  cultivated  and  a  vul-  ...  •  ■*        »  ■* 

car  mind.  aware  that  it  is  proper  to  reject  what  is  only 

accessory  to  the  object  which  they  would  present 

in  prominence.    A  vulgar  mind  forgets  and  spares  nothing ;  he  is 

ignorant  that  conversation  is  always  but  a  selection ;  that  every  story 
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is  subject  to  the  laws  of  dramatic  poetry, — festinat  ad  eventurn: 
and  that  all  which  does  not  concur  to  the  effect,  destroys  or  weakens 
it.  The  involuntary  associations  of  their  thoughts  are  imperative 
on  minds  of  this  description ;  they  are  held  in  thraldom  to  the  order 
and  circumstances  in  which  their  perceptions  were  originally  ob- 
tained." ]  This  has  not,  of  course,  escaped  the  notice  of  the  greatest 
observer  of  human  nature.  Mrs.  Quickly,  in  reminding  Falstaff  of 
his  promise  of  marriage,  supplies  a  good  example  of  this  peculiarity. 
"  Thou  didst  swear  to  me  upon  a  parcel-gilt  goblet,  sitting  in  my 
Dolphin  chamber,  at  the  round  table,  by  a  sea-coal  fire,  upon  Wed- 
nesday in  Whitsun  week,  when  the  prince  broke  thy  head  for  liken- 
ing Ms-father  to  a  singing  man  of  Windsor,"  —  and  so  forth.  In 
Maitinns  Scriblerus,  the  coachman  thus  describes  a  scene  in  the 
Bear  Garden :  "  He  saw  two  men  fight  a  prize ;  one  was  a  fair  man, 
a  sergeant  in  the  guards ;  the  other  black,  a  butcher ;  the  sergeant 
had  red  breeches,  the  butcher  blue ;  they  fought  upon  a  stage,  about 
four  o'clock,  and  the  sergeant  wounded  the  butcher  in  the  leg," 
*  Dreaming,  Somnambulism,  Reverie,  are  so  many  effects  of  im- 
agination, determined  by  association,  —  at  least 

Dreaming  an  eft*        g^f^  of  mjlld  ^  wnicn  fa^  have   a  decisive 
of  imagination,  deter-        .  . 

mined  by  association.  influence.  If  an  impression  on  the  sense  often 
commences  a  dream,  it  is  by  imagination  and 
suggestion  that  it  is  developed  and  accomplished.  Dreams  have 
frequently  a  degree  of  vivacity  which  enables  them  to  compete 
with  the  reality ;  and  if  the  events  which  they  represent  to  us  were 
in  accordance  with  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place  in  which 
we  stand,  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  distinguish  a  vivid 
dream  from  a  sensible  perception."*  "I£"  says  Pascal,8  u  we  dreamt 
every  night  the  same  thing,  it  would  perhaps  affect  us  as  powerfully 
as  the  objects  which  we  perceive  every  day.  And  if  an  artisan 
were  certain  of  dreaming  every  night  for  twelve  hours  that  he  was 
king,  I  am  convinced  that  he  would  be  almost  as  happy  as  a  king, 
who  dreamt  for  twelve  hours  that  he  was  an  artisan.  If  we  dreamt 
every  night  that  we  were  pursued  by  enemies  and  harassed  by  hor- 
rible phantoms,  we  should  suffer  almost  as  much  as  if  that  were 
true,  and  we  should  stand  in  as  great  dread  of  sleep,  as  we  should 

of  waking,  had  we  real  cause  to  apprehend  these  misfortunes 

It  is  only  because  dreams  are  different  and  inconsistent,  that  we  can 
say,  when  we  awake,  that  we  have  dreamt;  for  life  is  a  dream  a 
little  less  inconstant."    Now  the  case  which  Pascal  here  hypothetic 

1  AneJUon,  Euati  PhOat.  II  152— 156.— Ed.         8  Penstes,  partle  1.  art.  vi.  $  20.    Vol.  iL  p. 
s  AncWoo^  £m.  ifttZ.  tt.  159.  —  Ed.  102,  (edit.  Vang*!*.)— Ed. 
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cally  supposes,  has  actually  happened.     In  a  very  curious  Ger- 
man work,  by  Abel,  entitled  A  Collection  of 
°T  Zf  Kdr^!n*      BemarkcMe  Phenomena  from  Human  Zife, 

mentioned  by  Abel.  "  *  ~ 

I  find  the  following  case,  which  I  abridge :— A 
young  man  had  a  cataleptic  attack,  in  consequence  of  which  a 
singular  effect  was  operated  in  his  mental  constitution.  Some  six 
minutes  after  falling  asleep,  he  began  to  speak  distinctly,  and  almost 
always  of  the  same  objects  and  concatenated  events,  so  that  he 
carried  on  from  night  to  night  the  same  history,  or  rather  continued 
to  play  the  same  part.  On  wakening,  he  had  no  reminiscence 
whatever  of  his  dreaming  thoughts,  —  a  circumstance,  by  the  way, 
which  distinguishes  this  as  rather  a  case  of  somnambulism  than  of 
common  dreaming.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  he  played  a  double 
part  in  his  existence.  By  day  he  was  the  poor  apprentice  of  a  mer- 
chant; by  night  he  was  a  married  man,  the  father  of  a  family,  a 
senator,  and  in  affluent  circumstances.  If  during  his  vision  any- 
thing was  said  in  regard  to  his  waking  state,  he  declared  it  unreal 
and  a  dream.  This  case,  which  is  established  on  the  best  evidence, 
is,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  unique. 

The  influence  of  dreams  upon  our  character  is  not  without  its 
interest.  A  particular  tendency  may  be  strengthened  in  a  man 
solely  by  the  repeated  action  of  dreams.  Dreams  do  not,  however, 
as  is  commonly  supposed,  afford  any  appreciable  indication  of  the 
character  of  individuals.  It  is  not  always  the  subjects  that  occupy 
us  most,  when  awake,  that  form  the  matter  of  our  dreams ;  and  it  is 
curious  that  the  persons  the  dearest  to  us  are  precisely  those  about 
whom  we  dream  most  rarely. 

Somnambulism  is  a  phenomenon  still  more  astonishing.  In  this 
singular  state,  a  person  performs  a  regular  series 

Somnambulism.  *    .        _     ^.   r  _  *\  •        °_        0    . 

of  rational  actions,  and  those  frequently  of  the 
most  difficult  and  delicate  nature,  and,  what  is  still  more  marvellous, 
with  a  talent  to  which  he  could  make  no  pretension  when  awake.1 
His  memory  and  reminiscence  supply  him  with  recollections  of 
words  and  things,  which  perhaps  were  never  at  his  disposal  in  the 
ordinary  state;  he  speaks  more  fluently  a  more  refined  language; 
and,  if  we  are  to  credit  what  the  evidence  on  which  it  rests  hardly 
allows  us  to  disbelieve,  he  has  not  only  perceptions  through  other 
channels  than  the  common  organs  of  sense,  but  the  sphere  of  his 
cognitions  is  amplified  to  an  extent  far  beyond  the  limits  to  which 
sensible  perception  is  confined.  This  subject  is  one  of  the  most 
perplexing  in  the  whole  compass  of  philosophy ;  for,  on  the  one 

1  Cf.  Ancfllon,  Essais  Philos.  U.  161.  —  Ed. 
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hand,  the  phenomena  are  00  marvellous  that  they  cannot  be  believed, 
and  yet,  on  the  other,  they  are  of  so  unambiguous  and  palpable  a 
character,  and  the  witnesses  to  their  reality  are  so  numerous,  so 
intelligent,  and  so  high  above  every  suspicion  of  deceit,  that  it  is 
equally  impossible  to  deny  credit  to  what  is  attested  by  such  ample 
and  unexceptionable  evidence. 
"The  third  state,  that  of  Reverie  or  Castle-building,  is  a  kind  of 
waking  dream,  and  does  not  differ  from  dream- 
ing, except  by  the  consciousness  which  accom- 
panies it.    In  this  state,  the  mind  abandons  itself  without  a  choice 
of  subject,  without  control  over  the  mental  train,  to  the  involuntary 
associations  of  imagination.    The  mind  is  thus  occupied  without 
being  properly  active ;  it  is  active,  at  least,  without  effort.    Young 
persons,  women,  the  old,  the  unemployed,  and  the  idle,  are  all  dis- 
posed to  reverie.  There  is  a  pleasure  attached  to  its  illusions,  which 
render  it  as  seductive  as  it  is  dangerous.    The  mind,  by  indulgence 
in  this  dissipation,  becomes  enervated,  it  acquires  the  habit  of  a 
pleasing  idleness,  loses  its  activity,  and  at  length  even  the  power 
and  the  desire  of  action."1 
"The  happiness  and  misery  of  every  individual  of  mankind 
depends  almost  exclusively  on  the  particular 
The  happiness  and      character  of  his  habitual  associations,  and  the 
mteiyoftheindirid-      relative  kind  and  intensity  of  his  imagination. 

l^i^lc^^h^      Tt  is  much  lesa  what  we  act*ally  are>  and  what 
nai  association*.  we  actually  possess,  than  what  we  imagine  our- 

selves to  be  and  have,  that  is  decisive  of  our 
existence  and  fortune."1    Apicius  committed  suicide  to  avoid  star- 
vation, when  his  fortune  was  reduced  to  somewhere,  in  English 
money,  about  £100,000.     The  Roman  epicure  imagined  that  he 
could  not  subsist  on  what,  to  men  in  general,  would  seem  more  than 
affluence. 
"Imagination,  by  the  attractive  or  repulsive  pictures  with  which, 
according  to  our  habits  and  associations,  it  fills 
Theimtneneeof  im.        ^  frftme  of  our  Hf     lendg  tQ  resiitJ  a  magical 
agination  on   human 

ufk  charm,  or  despoils  it  of  all  its  pleasantness.   The 

imaginary  happy  and  the  imaginary  miserable 
are  common  in  the  world,  but  their  happiness  and  misery  are  not 
the  less  real ;  everything  depends  on  the  mode  in  which  they  feel 
and  estimate  their  condition.  Fear,  hope,  the  recollection  of  past 
pleasures,  the  torments  of  absence  and  of  desire,  the  secret  and 
almost  resistless  tendency  of  the  mind  towards  certain  objects,  are 

1  Anofflon,  SuaU  PKUs.  U.  163. —Ed.  s  Aneillon,  Estais  PkiU*.  ii.  108, 164.  —  Ed. 
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the  effects  of  association  and  imagination.  At  a  distance,  things 
seem  to  us  radiant  with  a  celestial  beauty,  or  in  the  lurid  aspect  of 
deformity.  Of  a  truth,  in  either  case  we  are  equally  wrong.  When 
the  event  which  we  dread,  or  which  we  desire,  takes  place,  when 
we  obtain,  or  when  there  is  forced  upon  us,  an  object  environed 
with  a  thousand  hopes,  or  with  a  thousand  fears,  we  soon  discover 
that  we  have  expected  too  much  or  too  little;  we  thought  it  by 
anticipation  infinite  in  good  or  evil,  and  we  find  it  in  reality  not 
only  finite,  but  contracted.  'With  the  exception,'  says  Rousseau, 
'of  the  self-existent  Being,  there  is  nothing  beautiful,  but  that 
which  is  not.'  In  the  crisis  whether  of  enjoyment  or  suffering, 
happiness  is  not  so  much  happiness,  nor  misery  so  much  misery,  as 
we  had  anticipated.  In  the  past,  thanks  to  a  beneficent  Creator, 
our  joys  reappear  as  purer  and  more  brilliant  than  they  had  been 
actually  experienced ;  and  sorrow  loses  not  only  its  bitterness,  but 
is  changed  even  into  a  source  of  pleasing  recollection."1  "Suavis 
laborum  est  prseteritorum  memoria,"  says  Cicero;*  while  ah«c  dim 
meminisse  juvabit,"*  is,  in  the  words  of  Virgil,  the  consolation  of  a 
present  infliction.  "In  early  youth,  the  present  and  the  future  are 
displayed  in  a  factitious  magnificence;  for  at  this  period  of  lift 
imagination  is  in  its  spring  and  freshness,  and  a  cruel  experience 
has  not  yet  exorcised  its  brilliant  enchantments.  Hence  the  fair 
picture  of  a  golden  age,  which  all  nations  concur  in  placing  in  the 
past;  it  is  the  dream  of  the  youth  of  mankind."4  In  old  age,  again, 
where  the  future  is  dark  and  short,  imagination  carries  us  back  to 
the  regnjoyment  of  a  past  existence.  u  The  young,"  says  Aristotle,* 
"live  forwards  in  hope,  the  old  live  backwards  in  memory;"  as 
Martial  has  well  expressed  it, 

Hoc  est 
Viyere  bis,  vita  posse  prior©  Aral. 

From  all  this,  however,  it  appears  that  the  present  is  the  only 
time  in  which  we  never  actually  live ;  we  live  either  in  the  future, 
or  in  the  past.  So  long  as  we  have  a  future  to  anticipate,  we  con- 
temn the  present ;  and  when  we  can  no  longer  look  forward  to  a 
future,  we  revert  and  spend  our  existence  in  the  past.  In  the  words 
of  ManDius : 

"  Yictnros  agimns  semper,  nee  vivimns  unqaam."/ 

1  AncIUon,  Eu.  Thai.  ii.  164-6.— Ed.  8  JBneid,  1 208.— Ed. 

s  Dt  Fimbus,  ii.  82,  translated  from  Enripi-  4  Anoillon,  Estais  Phtlos.  ii.  166.— E»w 

dea,  (quoted  by  Macrobius,  Sat.  vii.  2):—  '  Rfef.fi.  12  and  18.— Ed. 

•fls  Ifiv  to*  mtobrni  /M/u^doi  »©W.  —  6  Lib-  *•  *?*&•  28. -Ed. 

Ed.  t  AstomomicmtW.  4.— E».  ■-  * 
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In  the  words  of  Pope : 

"  Man  never  is,  bat  always  to  be  blest." 1 

I  shall  terminate  the  consideration  of  Imagination  Proper  by  a 

speculation  concerning  the  organ  which  it  em- 

imagination    em-      ploys  in  the  representations  of  sensible  objects. 

pioyi  the  organs  of      ijne  organ  ^^  it  ^m  employs  seems  to  be 

tattoos  of  aendwTX      no  °ther  than  the  organs  themselves  of  Sense, 
jeet*.  on  which  the  original  impressions  were  made, 

and  through  which  they  were  originally  per- 
ceived. Experience  has  shown,  that  Imagination  depends  on  no 
one  part  of  the  cerebral  apparatus  exclusively.  There  is  no  portion 
of  the  brain  which  has  not  been  destroyed  by  mollification,  or  indu- 
ration, or  external  lesion,  without  the  general  faculty  of  Representa- 
tion being  injured.  But  experience  equally  proves,  that  the  intra- 
cranial portion  of  any  external  organ  of  sense  cannot  be  destroyed, 
without  a  certain  partial  abolition  of  the  Imagination  Proper.  For 
example,  there  are  many  cases  recorded  by  medical  observers,  of 
persons  losing  their  sight,  who  have  also  lost  the  faculty  of  represent- 
ing the  images  of  visible  objects.  They  no  longer  call  up  such  objects 
by  reminiscence,  they  no  longer  dream  of  them.  Now  in  these 
cases,  it  is  found  that  not  merely  the  external  instrument  of  sight) 
—  the  eye,  —  has  been  disorganized,  but  that  the  disorganization  has 
extended  to  those  parts  of  the  brain  which  constitute  the  internal 
instrument  of  this  sense,  that  is,  the  optic  nerves  and  thalami. 
If  the  latter,  —  the  real  organ  of  vision,  —  remain  sound,  the  eye 
alone  being  destroyed,  the  imagination  of  colors  and  forms  remains 
as  vigorous  as  when  vision  was  entire.  Similar  cases  are  recorded 
in  regard  to  the  deaf.  These  facts,  added  to  the  observation  of  the 
internal  phenomena  which  take  place  during  our  acts  of  representa- 
tion, make  it,  I  think,  more  than  probable  that  there  are  as  many 
organs  of  Imagination  as  there  are  organs  of  Sense.  Thus  I  have 
a  distinct  consciousness,  that,  in  the  internal  representation  of  visi- 
ble objects,  the  same  organs  are  at  work  which  operate  in  the  exter- 
nal perception  of  these ;  and  the  same  holds  good  in  an  imagination 
of  the  objects  of  Hearing,  Touch,  Taste,  and  Smell. 
But  not  only  sensible  perceptions,  voluntary  motions  likewise  are 

imitated  in  and  by  the  imagination.    I  can,  in 
voluntary  motions      imagination,  represent  the  action  of  speech,  the 

imitated  In  and  by  the  _    e   _,       '        ,         «  ,  , 

imagination.  P*ay  °* tne  muscles  of  the  countenance,  the  move- 

ment of  the  limbs ;  and,  when  I  do  this,  I  feel 
clearly  that  I  awaken  a  kind  of  tension  in  the  same  nerves  through 

1  Essay  on  Man,  i.  96.  —  Et>. 
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which,  by  an  act  of  will,  I  can  determine  an  overt  and  voluntary 
motion  of  the  muscles*,  nay,  when  the  play  of  imagination  is  very 
lively,  this  external  movement  is  actually  determined.  Thus  we 
frequently  see  the  countenances  of  persons  under  the  influence  of 
imagination  undergo  various  changes;  they  gesticulate  with  their 
hands,  they  talk  to  themselves,  and  all  this  is  in  consequence  only 
of  the  imagined  activity  going  out  into  real  activity.  I  should, 
therefore,  be  disposed  to  conclude,  that,  as  in  Perception  the  living 
organs  of  sense  are  from  without  determined  to  energy,  so  in  Imagi- 
nation they  are  determined  to  a  similar  energy  by  an  influence  from 
within. 


LECTURE   XXXIV. 

THE   ELAB0RAT1VE   FAOTLTY*  — CO&AJSSmCATlON. 
ABSTRACTION. 

Ths  faculties  with  which  we  have  been  hitherto  engaged,  may 
be  regarded  as  subsidiary  to  that  which  we 

The  Habere  Fao-  ^  now  ab<>ut  ^  congider#  rj^  ^  which  j 
ultr.  —what  sua  now 

designated.  g*Ye  the  name  of  the  Elaborative  Faculty,  — 

the  Faculty  of  Relations,  —  or  Comparison, — 
-constitutes  what  is  properly  denominated  Thought.  It  supposes 
always  at  least  two  terms,  and  its  act  results  in  a  judgment,  that  is, 
an  affirmation  or  negation  of  one  of  these  terms  of  the  other.  You 
will  recollect  that,  when  treating  of  Consciousness  in  general,  I 
stated  to  you,  that  consciousness  necessarily 
i»™£L  Twg££  involves  a  judgment ;  and  as  every  act  of  mind 
is  an  act  of  consciousness,  every  act  of  mind, 
consequently,  involves  a  judgment.1  A  consciousness  is  necessarily 
the  consciousness  of  a  determinate  something ;  and  we  cannot  be 
conscious  of  anything  without  virtually  affirming  its  existence,  that 
is,  judging  it  to  be.  Consciousness  is  thus  primarily  a  judgment  or 
affirmation  of  existence.  Again,  consciousness  is  not  merely  the 
affirmation  of  naked  existence,  but  the  affirmation  of  a  certain 
qualified  or  determinate  existence.  We  are  conscious  that  we  exist 
only  in  and  through  our  consciousness  that  we  exist  in  this  or  that 
particular  state, — that  we  are  so  or  so  affected,  —  so  or  so  active; 
and  we  are  only  conscious  of  this  or  that  particular  state  of  exist- 
ence, inasmuch  as  we  discriminate  it  as  different  from  some  other 
state  of  existence,  of  which  we  have  been  previously  conscious  and 
are  now  reminiscent;  but  such  a  discrimination  supposes,  in  con- 
sciousness, the  affirmation  of  the  existence  of  one  state  of  a  specific 
character,  and  the  negation  of  another.  On  this  ground  it  was  that 
I  maintained,  that  consciousness  necessarily  involves,  besides  recol- 

l  See  aborc,  p.  410.— Ed.  [Cf.  Aristotle,  li.  e.  nit.  Gfttien-Arnoult,  Programme,  pp.  81, 
De  Motion*  Animal,  o.  ri.  fH  ipayraxrla  *ai  106,  106.  Beid,  Int.  Pouhtm,  En.  rl  [o.  L 
faftrdiprit  .  .  .  KpnucL—J5a>.}    Port  An.,      Wbrfe»,p.«M.— Ed.] 


464  METAPHYSICS.  Lect.  XXXIV. 

lection,  or  rather  a  certain  continuity  of  representation,  also  judg- 
ment or  comparison ;  and,  consequently,  that,  so  far  from  comparison 
or  judgment  being  a  process  always  subsequent  to  the  acquisition 
of  knowledge,  through  perception  and  self-consciousness,  it  is  in- 
volved as  a  condition  of  the  acquisitive  process  itself.  In  point  of 
fact,  the  various  processes  of  Acquisition  (Apprehension),  Repre- 
sentation, and  Comparison,  are  all  mutually  dependent.  Compari- 
son cannot  judge  without  something  to  compare ;  we  cannot  origi- 
nally acquire, — apprehend,  we  cannot  subsequently  represent  our 
knowledge,  without  in  either  act  attributing  existence,  and  a  certain 
kind  of  existence,  both  to  the  object  known  and  to  the  subject 
knowing,  that  is,  without  enouncing  certain  judgments  and  per- 
forming certain  acts  of  comparison;  I  say  without  performing 
certain  acts  of  comparison,  for  taking  the  mere  affirmation  that  a 
thing  is,  —  this  is  tantamount  to  a  negation  that  it  is  not,  and 
necessarily  supposes  a  comparison, —  a  collation,  between  existence 
and  non-existence. 

What  I  have  now  said  may  perhaps  contribute  to  prepare  you  for 
what  I  am  hereafter  to  say  of  the  faculty  or 

Defect  in  the  anmif-      elementary  process  of  Comparison, —  a  faculty 
sia  of  this  fkculty  by  .     *    r  .  f  '        .  * 

philosopher*.  which,  in  the  analysis  of  philosophers,  is  exhib- 

ited only  in  part;  and  even  that  part  is  not  pre- 
served in  its  integrity.  They  take  into  account  only  a  fragment  of 
the  process,  and  that  fragment  they  again  break  down  into  a 
plurality  of  faculties.  In  opposition  to  the  views  hitherto  promul- 
gated in  regard  to  Comparison,  I  will  show  that  this  faculty  is 
at  work  in  every,  the  simplest,  act  of  mind ;  and  that,  from  the 
primary  affirmation  of  existence  in  an  original  act  of  consciousness 
to  the  judgment  contained  in  the  conclusion  of  an  act  of  reasoning, 
every  operation  is  only  an  evolution  of  the  same  elementary  pro- 
cess,—  that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  complexity,  none  in  the 
nature,  of  the  act ;  in  short,  that  the  various  products  of  Analysis 
and  Synthesis,  of  Abstraction  and  Generalization,  are  all  merely  the 
results  of  Comparison,  and  that  the  operations  of  Conception  or 
Simple  Apprehenison,  of  Judgment,  and  of  Reasoning,  are  all  only 
acts  of  Comparison,  in  various  applications  and  degrees. 
What  I  have,  therefore,  to  prove  is,  in  the  first  place,  that  Com- 
parison is  supposed  in  every,  the  simplest,  act 
J«^«"  **«**-  of  knowledge;  in  the  second,  that  our  fiicti- 
tiously  simple,  our  factitiously  complex,  our 
abstract,  and  our  generalized  notions,  are  all  merely  so  many  pro- 
ducts of  Comparison;  in  the  third,  that  Judgment,  and,  in  the 
fourth,  that  Reasoning,  is  identical  with  Comparison.     In  doing 
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this,  I  shall  not  formally  distribute  the  discussion  into  these  heads, 
but  shall  include  the  proof  of  what  I  have  now  advanced,  whue 
tracing  Comparison  from  its  simplest  to  its  most  complex  opera- 
tions. 

The  first  or  most  elementary  act  of  Comparison,  or  of  that  men- 
tal process  in  which  the  relation  of  two  terms  is 
comparison  « deter-      recognized  and  affirmed,  is  the  judgment  vir- 

mined    by    objective        A       ®  j    •  A     *  £  A-  * 

condition*.  tually  pronounced,  in  an  act  of  Perception,  of 

the  non-ego,  or,  in  an  act  of  Self-consciousness, 

of  the  ego.    This  is  the  primary  affirmation  of  existence.    The 

notion  of  existence  is  one  native  to  the  mind.    It  is  the  primary 

condition  of  thought.    The  first  act  of  experi- 

Ttifi  flnrf:  Btfit. 

ence  awoke  it,  and  the  first  act  of  consciousness 
was  a  subsumption  of  that  of  which  we  were  conscious  under  this 
notion ;  in  other  words,  the  first  act  of  consciousness  was  an  affirma- 
tion of  the  existence  of  something.  The  first  or  simplest  act  of 
comparison  is  thus  the  discrimination  of  existence  from  non-exist- 
ence ;  and  the  first  or  simplest  judgment  is  the  affirmation  of  exist- 
ence, in  other  words,  the  denial  of  non-existence.1 
But  the  something  of  which  we  are  conscious,  and  of  which  we 
predicate  existence,  in  the  primary  judgment,  is 
twofold,  —  the  ego  and  the  non-ego.  We  are 
conscious  of  both,  and  affirm  existence  of  both.  But  we  do  more ; 
we  do  not  merely  affirm  the  existence  of  each  out  of  relation  to  the 
other,  but,  in  affirming  their  existence,  we  affirm  their  existence  in 
duality,  in  difference,  in  mutual  contrast ;  that  is,  we  not  only  affirm 
the  ego  to  exist,  but  deny  it  existing  as  the  non-ego ;  we  not  only 
affirm  the  non-ego  to  exist,  but  deny  it  existing  as  the  ego.  The 
second  act  of  comparison  is  thus  the  discrimination  of  the  ego  and 
the  non-ego ;  and  the  second  judgment  is  the  affirmation,  that  each 
is  not  the  other. 

The  third  gradation  in  the  act  of  comparison,  is  in  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  multiplicity  of  the  coexistent  or  suc- 
cessive phenomena,  presented  either  to  Percep- 
tion or  Self-consciousness,  and  the  judgment  in  regard  to  their 
resemblance  or  dissimilarity. 
The  fourth  is  the  comparison  of  the  phenomena  with  the  native 
notion  of  Substance,  and  the  judgment  is  the 
grouping  of  these    phenomena  into  different 
bandies,  as  the  attributes  of  different  subjects.     In  the  external 

1  [Cf.Troxler,Z<vt*,U-2(>e*MV-  tetanoid,  PHistoir*  de  la  PhUotaphu,  (xviii.  Stole)  L 
JhtorU  du  Mm.  tohrntO.  i.  290.  Beneke,  xxtti.,  xxlr.  Garaler,  Cow*  <U  Ptyckologu,  P- 
Aye*.  Sktzsm,  i.  827  rt  uq.    Cotuin,  Cows  dt     87.] 
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world,  this  relation  constitutes  the  distinction  of  tilings;  in  the 
internal,  the  distinction  of  powers. 

The  fifth  act  of  comparison  is  the  collation  of  successive  phe- 
nomena under  the  native  notion  of  Causality, 
and  the  affirmation  or  negation  of  their  mutual 
relation  as  cause  and  effect. 

So  far  the  process  of  comparison  is  determined  merely  by  objec- 
tive conditions;  hitherto  it  has  followed  only  in 
Comparison  viewed      ^   foo^™  0f  nature.    In  those,  again,  we  are 

as  determined  by  the  . ,  ,  ,  .      . 

neeeMitieeofthethink-      now  to  consider,  the  procedure  is,  in  a  certain 

log  subject.  sort,  artificial,  and  determined  by  the  necessities 

Clarification  Bbown      of  ^  thinking  subject  itself.     The  mind  is 

to  be  an  act  of  Com-        «    ..      •  x>  x.        •  a        » 

pmfaon.  finite  in  its  powers  of  comprehension ;  the  ob- 

jects, on  the  contrary,  which  are  presented  to  it 
are,  in  proportion  to  its  limited  capacities,  infinite  in  number.  How 
then  is  this  disproportion  to  be  equalized  ?  How  can  the  infinity 
of  nature  be  brought  down  to  the  finitude  of  man  ?  This  is  done 
by  means  of  Classification.  Objects,  though  infinite  in  number,  are 
not  infinite  in  variety ;  they  are  all,  in  a  certain  sort,  repetitions  of 
the  same  common  qualities,  and  the  mind,  though  lost  in  the  multi- 
tude of  particulars, — individuals,  can  easily  grasp  the  classes  into 
which  their  resembling  attributes  enable  us  to  assort  these.  This 
whole  process  of  Classification  is  a  mere  act  of  Comparison,  as  the 
following  deduction  will  show. 

In  the  first  place,  this  may  be  shown  in  regard  to  the  formation 

of  Complex  notions,  with  which,  as  the  simplest 

1.  in  regard  to  Com-      Bpecies  of  classification,  we  may  commence.  By 

plex  or  Collective  no- 

tJon^  Complex  or  Collective  notions,  I  mean  merely 

the  notion  of  a  class  formed  by  the  repetition  of 
the  same  constituent  notion.1  Such  are  the  notions  of  an  army,  a 
forest^  a  town,  a  number.  These  are  names  of  classes,  formed  by 
the  repetition  of  the  notion  of  a  soldier,  of  a  tree,  of  a  house,  of  a 
unit.  You  are  not  to  confound,  as  has  sometimes  been  done,  the 
notion  of  an  army,  a  forest,  a  town,  a  number,  with  the  notions  of 
army,  forest,  town,  and  number;  the  former,  as  I  have  said,  are 
complex  or  collective,  the  latter  are  general  or  universal  notions. 

It  is  evident  that  a  collective  notion  is  the  result  of  compar- 
ison. The  repetition  of  the  same  constituent  notion  supposes  that 
these  notions  were  compared,  their  identity  or  absolute  similarity 
affirmed. 

In  the  whole  process  of  classification,  the  mind  is  in  a  great 

l  Cf.  Locke,  JBMoy  on  the  Human  Understand**?,  b.  !L  o.  xli.  $  6.  — Ed.    Degerando,  Du 
Sign*,  vol.  i.  c.  vil.  p.  170.  —  Ed. 
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measure  dependent  upon  language  for  its  success;  and  in  this,  the 

simplest  of  the  acts  of  classification,  it  may  be 

in  this,  the  simplest      proper  to  show  how  language  affords  to  mind 

act  of  clarification,      the  ^^^  it  requires.     Our  complex  no- 

the  mind  is  dependent  .  .  *  •  •  «     1 

on  language.  *lon9  being  formed   by  the  repetition  of  the 

same  notion,  it  is  evident  that  the  difficulty  we 
ean  experience  in  forming  an  adequate  conception  of  a  class  of 
identical  constituents,  will  be  determined  by  the  difficulty  we  have 
in  conceiving  a  multitude.  "But  the  comprehension  of  the  mind 
is  feeble  and  limited ;  it  can  embrace  at  once  but  a  small  number 
of  objects.  It  would  thus  seem  that  an  obstacle  is  raised  to  the 
extension  of  our  complex  ideas  at  the  very  outset  of  our  combina- 
tions. But  here  language  interposes,  and  supplies  the  mind  with 
the  force  of  which  it  is  naturally  destitute."1  We  have  formerly 
seen  that  the  mind  cannot  in  one  act  embrace  more  than  five  or 
six,  at  the  utmost  seven,  several  units.3  How  then  does  it  proceed  ? 
u  When,  by  a  first  combination,  we  have  obtained  a  complement  of 
notions  as  complex  as  the  mind  can  embrace,  we  give  this  comple- 
ment a  name.  This  being  done,  we  regard  the  assemblage  of  units 
thus  bound  up  under  a  collective  name  as  itself  a  unit,  and  proceed, 
by  a  second  combination,  to  accumulate  these  into  a  new  comple- 
ment of  the  same  extent.  To  this  new  complement  we  give 
another  name;  and  then  again  proceed  to  perform,  on  this  more 
complex  unit,  the  same  operation  we  had  performed  on  the  first ; 
and  so  we  may  go  on  rising  from  complement  to  complement  to 
an  indefinite  extent.  Thus,  a  merchant,  having  received  a  large 
unknown  sum  of  money  in  crowns,  counts  out  the  pieces  by  fives, 
and  having  done  this  till  he  has  reached  twenty,  he  lays  them 
together  in  a  heap ;  around  these,  he  assembles  similar  piles  of  coin, 
till  they  amount,  let  us  say,  to  twenty ;  and  he  then  puts  the  whole 
four  hundred  into  a  bag.  In  this  manner  he  proceeds  until  he  fills 
a  number  of  bags,  and  placing  the  whole  in  his  coffers,  he  will  have 
a  complex  or  collective  notion  of  the  quantity  of  crowns  which  he 
has  received."8  It  is  on  this  principle  that  arithmetic  proceeds,  — 
tens,  hundreds,  thousands,  myriads,  hundreds  of  thousands,  millions, 
etc.,  are  all  so  many  factitious  units  which  enable  us  to  form  notions, 
vague  indeed,  of  what  otherwise  we  could  have  obtained  no  con- 
ception at  ail.  So  much  for  complex  or  collective  notions,  formed 
without  decomposition,  —  a  process  which  I  now  go  on  to  consider. 
Our  thought,  —  that  is,  the  sum  total  of  the  perceptions  and 
representations  which  occupy  us  at  any  given  moment,  is  always,  as 

IDegerando,  J)e«5fcne«,T0l.!.  c.  vH.  p.  165.        *  Degerando,  Dts  Signes,  vol.  i.  o.  vii,  p. 
2  See  above,  lect.  xiv.  p.  178.  —  Ed.  165, 165,  [slightly  abridged.  -  Ed.] 
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I  have  frequently  observed,  compound.    The  composite  objects  of 

thoughts  may  be  decomposed  in  two  ways,  and 

Decomposition  two-      for  the  sake  of  two  different  interests.    In  the 

'Tin  the  into** of  *"**  P**0^  we  ma7  decompose  in  order  that 
the  Fine  Arts.  we  may   recombine,  influenced   by  the  mere 

•  pleasure  which  this  plastic  operation  affords  us* 

This  is  poetical  analysis  and  synthesis.  On  this  process  it  is  need* 
less  to  dwelL  It  is  evidently  the  work  of  comparison.  For  exam- 
ple, the  minotaur,  or  chimsera,  or  centaur,  or  gryphon  (hippogryph), 
or  any  other  poetical  combination  of  different  animals,  could  only 
have  been  effected  by  an  act  in  which  the  representations  of  these 
animals  were  compared,  and  in  which  certain  parts  of  one  were 
affirmed,  compatible  with  certain  parts  of  another.  How,  again,  is 
the  imagination  of  all  ideal  beauty  or  perfection  formed?  Simply 
by  comparing  the  various  beauties  or  excellencies  of  which  we  have 
had  actual  experience,  and  thus  being  enabled  to  pronounce  in 
regard  to  their  common  and  essential  quality. 

In  the  second  place,  we  may  decompose  in  the  interest  of  science ; 

and  as  the  poetical  decomposition  was  princi- 

Sctenoe.*11*111*6"8*0'      V*^T  accomplished  by  a  separation  of  integral 

parts,  so  this  is  principally  accomplished  -by  an 

abstraction  of  constituent  qualities.    On  this  process  it  is  necessary 

to  be  more  particular. 

Suppose  an  unknown  body  is  presented  to  my  senses,  and  that  it 

is  capable  of  affecting  each  of  these  in  a  cer- 

^Abrtraction  of  the      tda  mannen    «  j^  furnished  with  five  different 

organs,  each  of  which  serves  to  introduce  a  cer- 
tain class  of  perceptions  and  representations  into  the  mind,  we 
naturally  distribute  all  sensible  objects  into  five  species  of  qualities. 
The  human  body,  if  we  may  so  speak,  is  thus  itself  a  kind  of 
abstractive  machine.  The  senses  cannot  but  abstract.  If  the  eye 
did  not  abstract  colors,  it  would  see  them  confounded  with  odors 
and  with  tastes,  and  odors  and  tastes  would  necessarily  become 
objects  of  sight." 

"The  abstraction  of  the  senses  is  thus  an  operation  the  most 
natural ;  it  is  even  impossible  for  us  not  to  perform  it.  Let  us  now 
see  whether  abstraction  by  the  mind  be  more  arduous  than  that  of 
the  senses."1  We  have  formerly  found  that  the  comprehension  of 
the  mind  is  extremely  limited ;  that  it  can  only  take  cognizance 
of  one  object  at  a  time,  if  that  be  known  with  full  intensity ;  and 

1  Laromlgnitre,  {Lefont  Pktiosophie,  t  ii.  p.  Fonseoa,  hagoge  PKUosopfdca],  [o.  iv.  p.  742,  ap- 
li.l.xi.p.840.  Ed.]  Condfflae,[LMrt<f«Jto»-  pended  to  his  InstUut.  DiaUct.  (edit.  1004).] 
«er,  p.  i  o.  Tiii.  Gwi,  t.  iii.  p.  2K.    Ed]    [CI     Ed.] 
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that  it  can  accord  a  simultaneous  attention  to  a  very  small  plurality 
of  objects,  and  even  that  imperfectly.     Thus  it  is  that  attention 
fixed  on  one  object  is  tantamount  to  a  withdrawal,  —  to  an  abstrac- 
tion, of  consciousness  from  every  other.    Ab- 
straction  is  thus  not  a  positive  act  of  mind,  as  it 
is  often  erroneously  described  in  philosophical  treatises, — it  is 
merely  a  negation  to  one  or  more  objects,  in  consequence  of  its 
concentration  on  another. 
This  being  the  case,  Abstraction  is  not  only  an  easy  and  natural, 
but  a  necessary  result.    u  In  studying  an  object, 
Abstraction, -*n«t.      we  neftner  exert  ^j  our  facuities  at  once,  nor  at 

oeM  once  apply  them  to  all  the  qualities  of  an  object. 

We  know  from  experience  that  the  effect  of 
such  a  mode  of  procedure  is  confusion.  On  the  contrary,  we  con- 
verge our  attention  on  one  alone  of  its  qualities,  —  nay,  contemplate 
this  quality  only  in  a  single  point  of  view,  and  retain  it  in  that 
aspect  until  we  have  obtained  a  full  and  accurate  conception  of  it. 
The  human  mind  proceeds  from  the  confused  and  complex  to  the 
distinct  and  constituent,  always  separating,  always  dividing,  always 
simplifying ;  and  this  is  the  only  mode  in  which,  from  the  weakness 
of  our  faculties,  we  are  able  to  apprehend  and  to  represent  with 
correctness."1 

"It  is  true,  indeed,  that  after  having  decomposed  everything,  we 
must,  as  it  were,  return  on  our  steps  by  recom- 

our  knowledge  would  not  be  conformable  to  the 
reality  and  relations  of  nature.  The  simple  qualities  of  body  have 
not  each  a  proper  and  independent  existence ;  the  ultimate  faculties 
of  mind  are  not  so  many  distinct  and  independent  existences.  On 
either  side,  there  is  a  being  one  and  the  same ;  on  that  side,  at  once 
extended,  solid,  colored,  etc. ;  on  this,  at  once  capable  of  thought, 
feeling,  desire,  etc." 

"  But  although  all,  or  the  greater  number  o£  our  cognitions  com- 
prehend different  fasciculi  of  notions,  it  is  necessary  to  commence 
by  the  acquisition  of  these  notions  one  by  one,  through  a  successive 
application  of  our  attention  to  the  different  attributes  of  objects. 
The  abstraction  of  the  intellect  is  thus  as  natural  as  that  of  the 
senses.  It  is  even  imposed  upon  us  by  the  very  constitution  of  our 
mind."* 

"I  am  aware  that  the  expression,  abstraction  of  the  senses,  is 
incorrect ;  for  it  is  the  mind  always  which  acts,  be  it  through  the 

l  LaromiguiAre,L«j(MM,  t-U.  p.  841.— Ed.         *  iAiomigulto,  Lefons,  1 11.  p.  812.— Ed* 
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medium  of  the  senses.    The  impropriety  of  the  expression  is  not, 

however,  one  which  is  in  danger  of  leading  into 

The  expression,  ab-      error.  an<j  ft  serves  to  point  out  the  important 

•traction  of  the  senses.  *  * 

fact,  that  abstraction  is  not  always  performed  in 
the  same  manner.  In  Perception, — in  the  presence  of  physical 
objects,  the  intellect  abstracts  colors  by  the  eyes,  sounds  by  the  ear, 
etc.  In  Representation,  and  when  the  external  object  is  absent,  the 
mind  operates  on  its  reproduced  cognitions,  and  looks  at  them  suc- 
cessively in  their  different  points  of  view."1 

"However  abstraction  be  performed,  the  result  is  notions  which 
are  simple,  or  which  approximate  to  simplicity;  and  if  we  apply  it 
with  consistency  and  order  to  the  different  qualities  of  objects,  we 
shall  attain  at  length  to  a  knowledge  of  these  qualities  and  of  their 
mutual  dependencies ;  that  is,  to  a  knowledge  of  objects  as  they 
really  are.  In  this  case,  abstraction  becomes  analysis,  which  is  the 
method  to  which  we  owe  all  our  cognitions."  * 

The  process  of  abstraction  is  familiar  to  the  most  uncultivated 
minds ;  and  its  uses  are  shown  equally  in  the  mechanical  arts  as  in 
the  philosophical  sciences.  u  A  carpenter,"  says  Karnes,3  speaking 
of  the  great  utility  of  abstraction,  "  considers  a  log  of  wood  with 
regard  to  hardness,  firmness,  color,  and  texture;  a  philosopher, 
neglecting  these  properties,  makes  the  log  undergo  a  chemical 
analysis,  and  examines  its  taste,  its  smell,  and  component  principles; 
the  geometrician  confines  his  reasoning  to  the  figure,  the  length, 
breadth,  and  thickness;  in  general,  every  artist,  abstracting  from 
all  other  properties,  confines  his  observations  to  those  which  have  a 
more  immediate  connection  with  his  profession." 

But  is  Abstraction,  or  rather,  is  exclusive  attention,  the  work  of 

Comparison  ?    This  is  evident.    The  application 

Abstraction  the  work      rf  attention  to  a  particuiar  object,  or  quality  of 

of  comparison.  r  .,,  ,     . 

an  object,  supposes  an  act  of  will,  —  a  choice  or 
preference,  and  this  again  supposes  comparison  and  judgment.  But 
this  may  be  made  more  manifest  from  a  view  of  the  act  of  Generali- 
zation, on  which  we  are  about  to  enter. 

The  notion  of  the  figure  of  the  desk  before  me  is  an  abstract 

idea,  —  an  idea  that  makes  part  of  the  total 

Generalization,  idea      notion  0f  that  body,  and  on  which  I  have  con- 

abstract  and  Individ- 

nftl  centrated  my  attention,  in  order  to  consider  it 

exclusively.    This  idea  is  abstract,  but  it  is  at 

the  same  time  individual ;  it  represents  the  figure  of  this  particular 

1  Laromigniere,  Lefons}  t  ii.  p.  844,  slightly  8  Elements  of  Criticismf  Appendix,  f  40 j  toL 
abridged. — Ed.  ii.  p.  688,  ed.  1788.  —Ed. 

s  Laromigniere,  Le$ons,  t  ii.  p.  846.  —  Ed. 
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desk,  and  not  the  figure  of  any  other  body.    Bat  had  we  only  indi- 
vidual abstract  notions,  what  would  be  our  knowledge  ?  We  should 
be  cognizant  only  of  qualities  viewed  apart  from  their  subjects; 
(and  of  separate  phenomena  there  exists  none  in  nature) ;  and  as 
these  qualities  are  also  separate  from  each  other,  we  should  have  no 
knowledge  of  their  mutual  relations.1 
It  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  we  should  form  Abstract  General 
notions.    This  is  done  when,  comparing  a  num- 
AbrtrwtGeneraino-      feer  of  Ejects,  we  seize  on  their  resemblances; 

tions,— what  and  how  .  . 

fbrmed  when  we  concentrate  our  attention  on  these 

points  of  similarity,  thus  abstracting  the  mind 
from  a  consideration  of  their  differences ;  and  when  we  give  a  name 
to  our  notion  of  that  circumstance  in  which  they  all  agree.  The 
general  notion  is  thus  one  which  makes  us  know  a  quality,  property, 
power,  action,  relation ;  in  short,  any  point  of  view,  under  which 
we  recognize  a  plurality  of  objects  as  a  unity.  It  makes  us  aware 
of  a  quality,  a  point  of  view,  common  to  many  things.  It  is  a 
notion  of  resemblance;  hence  the  reason  why  general  names  or 
terms,  the  signs  of  general  notions,  have  been  called  terms  of  resem- 
blance (termini  simiiitudinis).  In  this  process  of  generalization, 
we  do  not  stop  short  at  a  first  generalization.  By  a  first  gen- 
eralization we  have  obtained  a  number  of  classes  of  resembling 
individuals.  But  these  classes  we  can  compare  together,  observe 
their  similarities,  abstract  from  their  differences,  and  bestow  on 
their  common  circumstance  a  common  name.  On  these  second 
classes  we  can  again  perform  the  same  operation,  and  thus  ascend- 
ing the  scale  of  general  notions,  throwing  out  of  view  always  a 
greater  number  of  differences,  and  seizing  always  on  fewer  simi- 
larities in  the  formation  of  our  classes,  we  arrive  at  length  at  the 
limit  of  our  ascent  in  the  notion  of  being  or  existence.  Thus 
placed  on  the  summit  of  the  scale  of  classes,  we  descend  by  a 
process  the  reverse  of  that  by  which  we  have  ascended;  we  divide 
and  subdivide  the  classes,  by  introducing  always  more  and  more 
characters,  and  laying  always  fewer  differences  aside ;  the  notions 
become  more  and  more  composite,  until  we  at  length  arrive  at  the 
individual. 
I  may  here  notice^that  there  is  a  twofold  kind  of  quantity  to 
be  considered  in  notions.    It  is  evident,  that 

Twofold  quantity -in        ^   proportion    ^    the    rf^   fc    high     it    wiU     in 
notions,  —  Extension  ,       ~  ,  .  ,        . 

and  comprehension.        the  firet  Place»  contain  under  it  a  greater  num- 
ber of  classes,  and,  in  the  second,  will  include 
the  smallest  complement  of  attributes.     Thus  being  or  existence 

1  We  should  also  be  overwhelmed  with  their  number.  —Jotting. 
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Their  designation*. 


contains  under  it  every  class ;  and  yet  when  we  say  that  a  thing 
exists,  we  say  the  very  least  of  it  that  is  possible.  On  the  other 
hand,  an  individual,  though  it  contain  nothing  but  itself  involves 
the  largest  amount  of  predication.  For  example,  when  I  say,— 
this  is  Richard,  I  not  only  affirm  of  the  subject  every  class  from 
existence  down  to  man,  but  likewise  a  number  of  circumstances 
proper  to  Richard  as  an  individual.  Now,  the  former  of  these 
quantities,  the  external,  is  called  the  Extension 
of  a  notion  (quantitas  ambitus)  ;  the  latter,  the 
internal  quantity,  is  called  its  Comprehension  or  Intension  (quan- 
titas complezus).  The  extension  of  a  notion  is,  likewise,  styled  its 
circuit,  region,  domain,  or  sphere  (splicer a),  also  its  breadth  (*Aaroc). 
On  the  other  hand,  the  comprehension  of  a  notion  is,  likewise, 
called  its  depth  (fUton).  These  names  we  owe  to  the  Greek  logi- 
cians.1 The  internal  and  external  quantities  are 
w"  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other.    The  greater 

the  extension,  the  less  the  comprehension ;  the  greater  the  compre- 
hension, the  less  the  extension.1 


1  [See  Ammonia*,  Jfc  Cbfcf-.,  t  £8.  Gr.  f. ». 
Lat  Brsndu,  Scholia  t»  j4n*.,p.  46.]  ('Ai 
Kcmiyopleu  ical  rkdros  fxouai  ko\  fid&os, 
04&O3  /ihr  r^w  tit  ra  fupucaWwpa  dkeV 
wptoior,  wkdros  ft  tV  *ls  rk  ThJuyiA  fur- 
darcurty,  oXov  Ira  fidfros  phr  kiftyt  o9r*  tV 


ofoiar  teal  rh  ffrnpua  teal  rh  fyffnxw  teal  rb 
($ov  ko\  oftrus  {<P*£tiSj  nrhAros  81,  trav  oW- 
Kjl*  r^v  ovular  *h  f&pa  teal  atr^fxaror.-— 
S  [Cf.  Port  Royal  Logic,  p.  1.  fi.  vL  p.  74. 
Bagwiot  (Atyurfc,  b.  L  o.  ir.  p.  194  «»g — 
Ed.] 


LECTURE  XXXV. 

.  THE  ELABOBATIVE  FACULTY.  —  GENERALIZATION.— NOMI- 
NALISM  AND  CONCEPTUALISE 

k 

I  entbbed,  in  my  last  Lecture,  on  the  discussion  of  that  great 
cognitive  power  which  I  called  the  Elaborative 

Beoap  tuutkm.  Ymovlty, — the  Faculty  of  Relations,— the  Dis- 
cursive Faculty, — Comparison,  or  Judgment;  and  which  corre- 
sponds to  what  the  Greek  philosophers  understood  by  Staroca, 
when  opposed,  as  a  special  faculty,  to  vcns.  I  showed  you,  that, 
though  a  comparison, —  a  judgment,  involved  the  supposition  of 
two  relative  terms,  still  it  was  an  original  operation,  in  fact  in- 
volved in  consciousness,  and  a  condition  of  every  energy  of 
thought.  But,  besides  the  primary  judgments  of  existence,  —  of 
the  existence  of  the  ego  and  non-ego,  and  of  their  existence  in 
contrast  to,  and  in  exclusion  of,  each  other, — I  showed  that  this 
process  is  involved  in  perception,  external  and  internal ;  inasmuch 
as  the  recognitions, — that  the  objects  presented  to  us  by  the  Ac- 
quisitive Faculty  are  many  and  complex,  that  one  quality  is  differ- 
ent from  another,  and  that  different  bundles  of  qualities  are  the 
properties  of  different  things  or  subjects, — are  all  so  many  acts  of 
Comparison  or  Judgment. 

This  being  done,  I  pointed  out  that  a  series  of  operations  were 
to  be  referred  to  this  faculty,  which,  by  philosophers,  had  been 
made  the  functions  of  specific  powers.  Of  these  operations  I 
enumerated: — 1°,  Composition  or  Synthesis;  2°,  Abstraction,  De- 
composition or  Analysis;  3°,  Generalization;  4°,  Judgment;  and 
6"°,  Reasoning. 

The  first  of  these, — Composition  or  Synthesis, — which  is  shown 
in  the  formation  of  Complex  or  Collective  notions,  I  stated  to  you 
was  the  result  of  an  act  of  comparison.  For  a  complex  notion 
(I  gave  you  as  examples  an  army,  a  forest^  a  town)  being  only 
the  repetition  of  notions  absolutely  similar,  this  similarity  could 
be  ascertained  only  by  comparison.    In  speaking  of  this  process,  I 

60 
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explained  the  support  afforded  in  it  to  the  mind  by  language.  I 
then  recalled  to  you  what  was  meant  by  abstraction.  Abstraction 
is  no  positive  act ;  it  is  merely  the  negation  of  attention.  We  can 
fully  attend  only  to  a  single  thing  at  a  time ;  and  attention,  there- 
fore, concentrated  on  one  object  or  one  quality  of  an  object,  neces- 
sarily more  or  less  abstracts  our  consciousness  from  others.  Ab- 
straction from,  and  attention  to,  are  thus  correlative  terms,  the 
one  being  merely  the  negation  of  the  other.  I  noticed  the  im- 
proper use  of  the  term  abstraction  by  many  philosophers,  in  ap- 
plying it  to  that  on  which  attention  is  converged.1  This  we  may 
indeed  be  said  to  prescind?  but  not  to  abstract.  Thus  let  A,  B,  C, 
be  three  qualities  of  an  object.  We  prescind  A,  in  abstracting  it 
from  B  and  C;  but  we  cannot,  without  impropriety,  simply  say 
that  we  abstract  A.  Thus  by  attending  to  one  object  to  the  ab- 
straction from  all  others,  we,  in  a  certain  sort,  decompose  or  an- 
alyze the  complex  materials  presented  to  us  by  Perception  and 
Self-consciousuess.  This  analysis  or  decomposition  is  of  two  kinds. 
In  the  first  place,  by  concentrating  attention  on  one  integrant  part 
of  an  object,  we,  as  it  were,  withdraw  or  abstract  it  from  the 
others.  For  example,  we  can  consider  the  head  of  an  animal  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  other  members.  This  may  be  called  Partial 
or  Concrete  Abstraction.  The  process  here  noticed  has,  however, 
been  overlooked  by  philosophers,  insomuch  that  they  have  opposed 
the  terms  concrete  and  abstract  as  exclusive  contraries.  In  the  sec- 
ond place,  we  can  rivet  our  attention  on  some  particular  mode  of  a 
thing,  as  its  smell,  its  color,  its  figure,  its  motion,  its  size,  eta,  and 
abstract  it  from  the  others.  This  may  be  called  Modal  Abstraction* 
The  abstraction  we  have  been  now  speaking  of  is  performed 
on  individual  objects,  and  is  consequently  particular.  There  is 
nothing  necessarily  connected  with  Generalization  in  Abstraction. 
Generalization  is  indeed  dependent  on  abstraction,  which  it  sup- 
poses; but  abstraction  does  not  involve  generalization.  I  remark 
this,  because  you  will  frequently  find  the  terms  abstract  and  gen- 
eral applied  to  notions,  used  as  convertible.  Nothing,  however,  can 
be  more  incorrect.  "  A  person,"  says  Mr.  Stewart,  tt  who  had  never 
seen  but  one  rose,  might  yet  have  been  able  to  consider  its  color 
apart  from  its  other  qualities;  and,  therefore,  there  may  be  such 

1  [Cf.  Kant,  De  Mttndi  SensibUU  Forma  [f  6.  Biran.  [Examen  du  Legons  de  M.  Laromi&tiire, 

Yermuchle  Sckriflen,  II.  449:  "Proprle  dicen-  {  3,  NouvelUs  Considerate  p.  194.  —  Ed.]    Bil- 

dom  esset  ab  aliqvibtu  abstrahere,  non  nliquid  finger,  Dilurirtationes,  f  262.] 

abstrahere Conoeptus  intellectual!*  S  [On  Precision,  and  its  various  kinds,  see 

abstrahU  ab  omni  sensitive  non  abstrahitur  a  Derodon,  Logira,  pare  ii.  o.  vi.  §  11.     Opera, 

sensitiris,  et  foreiUn  reotlus  dioeretur  ab$tra-  p.  283,  ed.  1668;  and  Chauvin,  Lex.  v.  PraxisU 

Jutu,  qnam  abstractus."  —  Ed.]     Maine  de  {Praudsio).} 
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a  thing  as  an  idea  which  is  at  once  abstract  and  particular.  After 
having  perceived  this  quality  as  belonging  to  a  variety  of  individ- 
uals, we  can  consider  it  without  reference  to  any  of  them,  and  thus 
form  the  notion  oi  redness  or  whiteness  in  general,  which  may  be 
called  a  general  abstract  idea.  The  words  abstract  and  general, 
therefore,  when  applied  to  ideas,  are  as  completely  distinct  from 
each  other  as  any  two  words  to  be  found  in  the  language." 1 

I  showed  that  abstraction  implied  comparison  and  judgment; 
for  attention  supposes  preference,  preference  is  a  judgment,  and  a 
judgment  is  the  issue  of  comparison. 

I  then  proceeded  to  the  process  of  Generalization,  which  is  still 
more  obtrusively  comparison,  and  nothing  but  comparison.  Gener- 
alisation is  the  process  through  which  we  obtain  what  are  called 
general  or  universal  notions.  A  general  notion  is  nothing  but  the 
abstract  notion  of  a  circumstance  in  which  a  number  of  individual 
objects  are  found  to  agree,  that  is,  to  resemble  each  other.  In  so 
far  as  two  objects  resemble  each  other,  the  notion  we  have  of  them 
is  identical,  and,  therefore,  to  us  the  objects  may  be  considered  as 
the  same.  Accordingly,  having  discovered  the  circumstance  in 
which  objects  agree,  we  arrange  them  by  this  common  circumstance 
into  classes,  to  which  we  also  usually  give  a  common  name. 

I  explained  how,  in  the  prosecution  of  this  operation,  com- 
mencing with  individual  objects,  we  generalized  these  into  a  lowest 
class.  Having  found'  a  number  of  such  lowest  classes,  we  then 
compare  these  again  together,  as  we  had  originally  compared  indi- 
viduals; we  abstract  their  points  of  resemblance,  and  by  these 
points  generalize  them  into  a  higher  class.  The  same  process  we 
perform  upon  these  higher  classes ;  and  thus  proceed,  generalizing 
class  from  classes,  until  we  are  at  last  arrested  in  the  one  highest 
class,  that  of  being.  Thus  we  find  Peter,  Paul,  Timothy,  etc.,  all 
agree  in  certain  common  attributes,  and  which  distinguish  them 
from  other  animated  beings.  We  accordingly  collect  them  into  a 
class,  which  we  call  man.  In  like  manner,  out  of  the  other  ani- 
mated beings  which  we  exclude  from  many  we  form  the  classes, 
horse,  dog,  ox,  etc.  These  and  man  form  so  many  lowest  classes 
or  species.  But  these  species,  though  differing  in  certain  respects, 
all  agree  in  others.  Abstracting  from  their  diversities,  we  attend 
only  to  their  resemblances;  and  as  all  manifesting  life,  sense, 
feeling,  etc. — this  resemblance  gives  us  a  class,  on  which  we  be- 
stow the  name  animal.  Animal,  or  living  sentient  existences, 
we    then  compare  with    lifeless   existences,   and    thus   going  on 

1  Elements,  vol.  1.  o.  It.  f  1.  Works,  vol.  11.  p.  165.  —  Ed.]  So  Whately,  [Logic,  b.  L  f  6, 
p.  49;  b.  11.  o.  t.  f  1,  p.  122  (8th  edit).  -  Ed.] 
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abstracting  from  differences,  and  attending  to  resemblances,  we 
arrive  at  naked  or  undifferenced  existence.  Having  reached  the 
pinnacle  of  generalization,  we  may  redescend  the  ladder ;  and  this 
is  done  by  reversing  the  process  through  which  we  ascended* 
Instead  of  attending  to  the  similarities,  and  abstracting  from  the 
differences,  we  now  attend  to  the  differences,  and  abstract  from  the 
similarities.  And  as  the  ascending  process  is  called  Generalisation, 
this  is  called  Division  or  Determination; — division,  because  the 
higher  or  wider  classes  are  cut  down  into  lower  or  narrower ;  — 
determination,  because  every  quality  added  on  to  a  class  limits  or 
determines  its  extent,  that  is,  approximates  it  more  to  some  indi- 
vidual, real,  or  determinate,  existence. 

Having  given  you  this  necessary  information  in  regard  to  the 
nature  of  Generalization,  I  proceed  to  consider 

Generalization.  —       one  0f  the  most  simple,  and,  at  the  same  time, 

^Tw«?f  wtafi.  one  of  the  most  P6^1**6*  pw>U«»  "*  pbUoso- 
denoted  by  an  ab-  phy» — m  regard  to  the  object  of  the  mind,— 
■tract  general  una r         the  object  of  consciousness,  when  we  employ  a 

general  term.  In  the  explanation  of  the  pro- 
cess of  generalization  all  philosophers  are  at  one ;  the  only  differ- 
ences that  arise  among  them  relate  to  the  point,  —  whether  we  can 
form  an  adequate  idea  of  that  which  is  denoted  by  an  abstract,  or 
abstract  and  general  term.    In  the  discussion  of  this  question,  I 

shall  pursue  the  following  order:  first  of  all, 

Order  of  dlscoaalon.         ■*■*•,•,  ,  A    «      -%,-r 

I  shall  state  to  you  the  arguments  of  the  Nomi- 
nalists,—  of  those  who  hold,  that  we  are  unable  to  form  an  idea 
corresponding  to  the  abstract  and  general  term;  in  the  second 
place,  I  shall  state  to  you  the  arguments  of  the  Conoeptualists,  — 
of  those  who  maintain  that  we  are  so  competent;  and,  in  the  last, 
I  shall  show  you  that  the  opposing  parties  are  really  at  one,  and 
that  the  whole  controversy  has  originated  in  the  imperfection  and* 
ambiguity  of  our  philosophical  nomenclature.  In  this  discussion  I 
avoid  all  mention  of  the  ancient  doctrine  of  Realism.  This  is 
curious  only  in  an  historical  point  of  view ;  and  is  wholly  irrele- 
vant to  the  question  at  issue  among  modern  philosophers. 

This  controversy  has  been  principally  agitated  in  this  country, 
and  in  France,  for  a  reason  that  I  shall  hereafter 

This    controversy      explain;  and,  to  limit  ourselves  to  Great  Brit- 

principally  agitated  In 

Britain  and  Franoe.         *"*>  ^e  Doctrine  of  Nominalism  has,  among 
others,  been    embraced    by  Hobbes,  Berkeley, 
Hume,  Principal  Campbell,  and  Mr.  Stewart ;  while  Conceptualism 
has  found  favor  with  Locke,  Reid,  and  Brown.1 

l  See  below,  pp.  477, 801. — Ed. 
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Throwing  out  of  view  the  antiquities  of  the  question  (and  this 

question  is  perhaps  more  memorable  than  any 

Two  opinions  whioh      othep  in  the  historv  of  philosophy),  —  laying,  I 

rtill    divide    phlloso.  A      -  '         .\  %. J(    .        J  ,e 

hew  say,  out  of  account  opinions  which  have  been 

long  exploded,  there  are  two  which  still  divide 
philosophers.  Some  maintain  that  every  act  and  every  object  of 
mind  is  necessarily  singular,  and  that  the  name  is  that  alone  which 
can  pretend  to  generality.  Others  again  hold  that  the  mind  is 
capable  of  forming  notions  representations,  correspondent  in  uni- 
versality to  the  classes  oontained  under,  or  expressed  by,  the  gen- 
eral term. 
The  former  of  these  opinions, — the  doctrine  as  it  is  called  of 
Nominalism, —  maintains  that  every  notion,  con- 
sidered in  itself,  is  singular,  but  becomes,  as  it 
were,  general,  through  the  intention  of  the  mind  to  make  it  rep* 
resent  every  resembling  notion,  or  notion  of  the  same  class.  Take, 
for  example,  the  term  man.  Here  we  can  call  up  no  notion,  no 
idea,  corresponding  to  the  universality  of  the  class  or  term.  This 
is  manifestly  impossible.  For  as  man  involves  contradictory  attri- 
butes, and  as  contradictions  cannot  coexist  in  one  representation, 
an  idea  or  notion  adequate  to  man  cannot  be  realized  in  thought. 
The  class  man  includes  individuals,  male  and  female,  white  and 
black  and  copper-colored,  tall  and  short,  fat  and  thin,  straight  and 
crooked,  whole  and  mutilated,  etc.,  etc.;  and  the  notion  of  the 
class  must,  therefore,  at  once  represent  all  and  none  of  these.  It 
is,  therefore,  evident,  though  the  absurdity  was  maintained  by 
Locke,1  that  we  cannot  accomplish  this ;  and,  this  being  impossible, 
we  cannot  represent  to  ourselves  the  class  man  by  any  equivalent 
notion  or  idea.  All  that  we  can  do  is  to  call  up  some  individual 
image,  and  consider  it  as  representing,  though  inadequately  rep- 
resenting, the  generality.  This  we  easily  do,  for  as  we  can  call 
into  imagination  any  individual,  so  we  can  make  that  individual 
image  stand  for  any  or  for  every  other  which  it  resembles,  in  those 
essential  points  which  constitute  the  identity  of  the  class.  This 
opinion,  which,  after  Hobbes,  has  been  in  this  country  maintained, 
among  others,  by  Berkeley,*  Hume,8  Adam  Smith,4  Campbell,4  and 
Stewart,6  appears  to  me  not  only  true  but  self-evident. 

1  Essay  on  Human  Undemanding,  1.  b.  ir.  c         *  Diuertaticn  cottoning  thejbrst  Formation  of 

o.  rii.  $  9. —Ed.  Languages.  —  Ed. 

t  Principle*  of  Human  Knowledge,  Introd.  $  _  _. ,       ,      -  D.  s    .    .     .  ..       _      _ 

10.— Ed.  o  Philosophy  of  Rhetonc,  book  ii.  o.  7.—  Ed. 

3  Treatise  of  Human  Nature,  part  i.  seet  vii.         «  Elements,  part  ii.  0.  ir.    Works,  rol.  ii.  p. 
Works,  i.  p.  84.    Essay  on  the  Academical  Philas-      178.  —  Ed. 
opkg,  Works,  Iv.  p.  184.  —  Ed. 
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No  one  has  stated  the  case  of  the  nominalists  more  clearly  than 

Bishop  Berkeley,  and  as  his  whole  argument  is, 

The  doctrine  of      ^  far  ^  it  ^^  irrefragable,  I  beg  your  atten- 

Wominaltom  as  stated  .  ,       ®  .  \.   .       ,  .     » 

by  Berkeley.  toon  *°  tne  following  extract  from  his  Introduo- 

tion  to  the  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge.1 
u  It  is  agreed,  on  all  hands,  that  the  qualities  or  modes  of  things 
do  never  really  exist  each  of  them  apart  by 

Berkeley  quoted.  .-.*■■  ,     -  *,         «  , 

itself,  and  separated  from  all  others,  but  are 
mixed,  as  it  were,  and  blended  together,  several  in  the  same  object. 
But  we  are  told,  the  mind,  being  able  to  consider  each  quality 
singly,  or  abstracted  from  those  other  qualities  with  which  it  is 
united,  does  by  that  means  frame  to  itself  abstract  ideas.  For 
example,  there  is  perceived  by  sight  an  object  extended,  colored, 
and  moved :  this  mixed  or  compound  idea  the  mind  resolving  into 
its  simple,  constituent  parts,  and  viewing  each  by  itself,  exclusive 
of  the  rest,  does  frame  the  abstract  ideas  of  extension,  color,  and 
motion.  Not  that  it  is  possible  for  color  or  motion  to  exist  with- 
out extension ;  but  only  that  the  mind  can  frame  to  itself  by  ab- 
straction the  idea  of  color  exclusive  of  extension,  and  of  motion 
exclusive  of  both  color  and  extension. 

"  Again,  the  mind  having  observed  that  in  the  particular  exten- 
sions perceived  by  sense,  there  is  something  common  and  alike  in 
all,  and  some  other  things  peculiar,  as  this  or  that  figure  or  magni- 
tude, which  distinguish  them  one  from  another ;  it  considers  apart 
or  singles  out  by  itself  that  which  is  common,  making  thereof  a 
most  abstract  idea  of  extension,  which  is  neither  line,  surface,  nor 
solid,  nor  has  any  figure  or  magnitude,  but  is  an  idea  entirely 
prescinded  from  all  these.  So  likewise  the  mind,  by  leaving  out 
of  the  particular  colors  perceived  by  sense,  that  which  distin- 
guishes them  one  from  another,  and  retaining  that  only  which  is 
common  to  all,  makes  an  idea  of  color  in  abstract  which  is  neither 
red,  nor  blue,  nor  white,  nor  any  other  determinate  color.  And 
in  like  manner,  by  considering  motion  abstractedly  not  only  from 
the  body  moved,  but  likewise  from  the  figure  it  describes,  and  all 
particular  directions  and  velocities,  the  abstract  idea  of  motion  is 
framed ;  which  equally  corresponds  to  all  particular  motions  what- 
soever that  may  be  perceived  by  sense. 

"Whether  others  have  this  wonderful  faculty  of  abstracting 
their  ideas,  they  best  can  tell :  for  myself  I  find,  indeed,  I  have 
a  faculty  of  imagining,  or  representing  to  myself  the  ideas  of  those 
particular  things  I  have  perceived,  and  of  variously  compounding 

1  Sections  rll.  rill.  x.  Work*,  i.  5  et  seq.y  4to  edit.  Ct  Encydopadia  JritejiaiM,  art 
Metapkysic$y  vol.  xir.  p.  622,  7th  edit. — Ed. 
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and  dividing  them.  I  can  imagine  a  man  with  two  heads,  or  the 
upper  parts  of  a  man  joined  to  the  body  of  a  horse.  I  can  con- 
sider the  hand,  the  eye,  the  nose,  each  by  itself  abstracted  or  sepa- 
rated from  the  rest  of  the  body.  But  then  whatever  hand  or  eye  I 
imagine,  it  must  have  some  particular  shape  and  color.  Likewise 
the  idea  of  man  that  I  frame  to  myself,  must  be  either  of  a  white, 
or  a  black,  or  a  tawny,  a  straight  or  a  crooked,  a  tall,  or  a  low,  or  a 
middle-sized  man.  I  cannot  by  any  effort  of  thought  conceive  the 
abstract  idea  above  described.  And  it  is  equally  impossible  for 
me  to  form  the  abstract  idea  of  motion  distinct  from  the  body 
moving,  and  which  is  neither  swift  nor  slow,  curvilinear  nor  recti- 
linear; and  the  like  may  be  said  of  all  other  abstract  general  ideas 
whatsoever. l  To  be  plain,  I  own  myself  able  to  abstract  in  one 
sense,  as  when  I  consider  some  particular  parts  or  qualities  sep- 
arated from  others,  with  which  though  they  are  united  in  some 
object,  yet  it  is  possible  they  may  really  exist  without  them.  But 
I  deny  that  I  can  abstract  one  from  another,  or  conceive  separately, 
those  qualities  which  it  is  impossible  should  exist  bo  separated: 
or  that  I  can  frame  a  general  notion  by  abstracting  from  particulars 
in  the  manner  aforesaid.  Which  two  last  are  the  proper  accep- 
tations of  abstraction.  And  there  are  grounds  to  think  most  men 
will  acknowledge  themselves  to  be  in  my  case.  The  generality  of 
men,  which  are  simple  and  illiterate,  never  pretend  to  abstract 
notions.  It  is  said  they  are  difficult,  and  not  to  be  attained  with- 
out pains  and  study.  We  may  therefore  reasonably  conclude  that, 
if  such  there  be,  they  are  confined  only  to  the  learned." 

Such  is  the  doctrine  of  Nominalism,  as  asserted  by  Berkeley,  and 
as  subsequently  acquiesced  in  by  the  principal  philosophers  of  this 
country.     Reid  himself  is,  indeed,  hardly  an   exception,  for  his 
opinion  on  this  point  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  extremely  vague.9 
The  counter-opinion,  that  of  Conceptualism,  as  it  is  called,  has, 
however,  been  supported  by  several    philoso- 
^onoeptaaiiMn.  phers  of  distinguished  ability.     Locke  main- 

tains the  doctrine  in  its  most  revolting  ab- 
surdity, boldly  admitting  that  the  general  notion  must  be  realized, 
in  spite  of  the  principle  of  Contradiction.  "Does  it  not  require," 
he  says,  "some  pains  and  skill  to  form  the  general  idea  of  a  tri- 
angle (which  is  yet  none  of  the  most  abstract,  comprehensive,  and 
difficult),  for  it  must  be  neither  oblique  or  rectangle,  neither  equi- 
lateral, equicrural,  nor  scalenon ;  but  all  and  none  of  these  at  once. 

1  This  argumentation  la  employed  by  Dero-        s  For  field's  opinion,  see  Intellectual  &rw$rt>' 
don,  Logua  (pan  it  e.  rl.  f  16.    Opera,  p  888.     essay  ▼•»  chap.  II.  and  ri. — Ed. 
—  Ed.],  and  others. 
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In  effect,  it  is  something  imperfect,  that  cannot  exist;  an  idtt 
wherein  some  parts  of  several  different  and  inconsistent  ideas  are 
put  together."1 

This  doctrine  was,  however,  too  palpably  absurd  to  obtain  any 
advocates ;  and  conceptualism,  could  it  not  find  a  firmer  basis,  be- 
hoved to  be  abandoned.  Passing  over  Dr.  Reid's  speculations  on 
the  question,  which  are,  as  I  have  said,  wavering  and  ambiguous*  I 
solicit  your  attention  to  the  principal  statement  and  defence  of 
conceptualism  by  Dr.  Brown,  in  whom  the  doctrine  has  obtained 
a  strenuous  advocate.  "  I£  then,  the  generalizing  process  be,  first, 
the  perception  or  conception  of  two  or  more 

rownq  objects;  secondly,  the  relative  feeling  of  their 

resemblance  in  certain  respects ;  thirdly,  the  designation  of  these 
circumstances  of  resemblance,  by  an  appropriate  name,—* the  doc- 
trine of  the  Nominalists,  which  includes  only  two  of  these  stages, 
—  the  perception  of  particular  objects,  and  the  invention  of 
general  terms,  must  be  false,  as  excluding  that  relative  suggestion 
of  resemblance  in  certain  respects,  which  is  the  second  and  most 
important  step  of  the  process ;  since  it  is  this  intermediate  feeling 
alone  that  leads  to  the  use  of  the  term,  which  otherwise  it  would 
be  impossible  to  limit  to  any  set  of  objects.  Accordingly,  we 
found  that,  in  their  impossibility  of  accounting,  on  their  own  prin- 
ciples, for  this  limitation,  which  it  is  yet  absolutely  necessary  to 
explain  in  some  manner  or  other, — the  Nominalists,  to  explain  it, 
uniformly  take  for  granted  the  existence  of  those  very  general 
notions,  which  they  at  the  same  time  profess  to  deny, —  that,  while 
they  affirm  that  we  have  no  notion  of  a  kind,  species,  or  sort,  inde- 
pendently of  the  general  terms  which  denote  them,  they  speak  of 
our  application  of  such  terms  only  to  objects  of  the  same  kind, 
species,  or  sort ;  as  if  we  truly  had  some  notions  of  these  general 
circumstances  of  agreement  to  direct  us, —  and  that  they  are  thus 
very  far  from  being  Nominalists  in  the  spirit  of  their  argument,  at 
the  very  moment  when  they  are  Nominalists  in  assertion,  —  strenu- 
ous opposers  of  those  very  general  feelings,  of  the  truth  of  which 
they  avail  themselves,  in  their  very  endeavor  to  disprove  them. 

"  I£  indeed,  it  were  the  name  which  formed  the  class,  and  not 
that  previous  relative  feeling,  or  general  notion  of  resemblance  of 
some  sort,  which  the  name  denotes,  then  might  anything  be  classed 
with  anything,  and  classed  with  equal  propriety.  All  which  would 
be  necessary,  would  be  merely  to  apply  the  same  name  uniformly 
to  the  same  objects ;  and,  if  we  were  careful  to  do  this,  John  and  a 
triangle  might  as  well  be  classed  together,  under  the  name  man, 

1  8m  abort,  p.  477,  Hotel-  —  El>. 
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-  as  John  and  WilHam.    Why  does  the  one  of  those  arrangements 

.  appear  to  us  more  philosophic  than  the  other?  It  is  because  some- 
thing more  is  felt  by  ns  to  be  necessary  in  classification,  than  the 
mere  giving  of  a  name  at  random.  There  is,  in  the  relative  sug- 
gestion that  arises  on  our  very  perception  or  conception  of  objects, 
when  we  consider  them  together,  a  reason  for  giving  the  generic 

.  name  to  one  set  of  objects  rather  than  to  another, — the  name  of 
man,  for  instance,  to  John  and  William,  rather  than  to  John  and 
a  triangle.  This  reason  is  the  feeling  of  the  resemblance  of  the* 
objects  which  we  class,— that  general  notion  of  the  relation  of 
similarity  in  certain  respects,  which  is  signified  by  the  general 
term, —  and  without  which  relative  suggestion,  as  a  previous  state 
of  the  mind,  the  general  term  would  as  little  have  been  invented, 
as  the  names  of  John  and  William  would  have  been  invented,  if 
there  had  been  no  perception  of  any  individual  being  whatever 
to  be  denoted  by  them."1 

This  part  of  Dr.  Brown's  philosophy  has  obtained  the  most 
unmeasured  encomium;  it  has  been  lauded  as  the  most  important 
step  ever  made  in  the  philosophy  of  mind;  and  as  far  as  I  am 
aware,  no  one  has  as  yet  made  any  attempt  at  refutation.  I  regret 
that  in  this,  as  in  many  other  principal  points  of  his  doctrine,  I  find 
it  impossible  not  to  dissent  from  Dr.  Brown.  An  adequate  refu- 
tation of  his  views  would,  indeed,  require  a  more  elaborate  criti- 
cism than  I  am  at  present  able  to  afford  them ;  but  I  trust  that 
the  following  hasty  observations  will  be  sufficient  to  evince,  that 

,the  doctrine  of  Nominalism  is  not  yet  overthrown. 

Dr.  Brown  has  taken  especial  care  that  his  theory  of  general, 
ization  should  not  be  misunderstood;  for  the 
criticized  following  is  the  seventh,  out  of  nine  recapitula- 

tions, he  has  given  us  of  it  in  his  forty-sixth 
and  forty-seventh  Lectures.  "If  then  the  generalizing  process  be, 
first,  the  perception  or  conception  of  two  or  more  objects;  sec- 
ondly, the  relative  feeling  of  their  resemblance  in  certain  respects ; 
thirdly,  the  designation  of  these  circumstances  of  resemblance  by 
an  appropriate  name,  the  doctrine  of  the  Nominalists,  which  in- 
cludes only  two  of  these  stages, — the  perception  of  particular 
objects,  and  the  invention  of  general  terms, — must  be  false,  as 
excluding  that  relative  suggestion  of  resemblance  in  certain  re- 
spects, which  is  the  second  and  most  important  step  of  the  pro- 
cess; since  it  is  this  intermediate  feeling  alone  that  leads  to  the 
use  of  the  term,  whioh,  otherwise,  it  would  be  impossible  to  limit 
to  any  set  of  objects." 

1  Philosophy  of  th*  Hmum  Mmd,  tooton sMl. p.  808.—  Ed. 
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This  contains,  in  feet,  both  the  whole  of  his  own  doctrine*  and 
the  whole  ground  of  his  rejection  of  that  of  the  Nominalists. 
Now,  upon  this,  I  would,  first  of  all,  say,  in  general,  that  what  in 
it  is  true  is  not  new.  But  I  hold  it  idle  to  prove,  that  his  doctrine 
is  old  and  common,  and  to  trace  it  to  authors  with  whom  Brown 
has  shown  his  acquaintance,  by  repeatedly  quoting  them  in  his 
Lectures;  it  is  enough  to  show  that  it  is  erroneous* 

The  first  point  I  shall  consider  is  his  confutation  of  the  Nomi- 
nalists.   In  the  passage  I  have  just  adduced, 

Hi.  conization  of        ^  ^  ^  ^^  he  chMgeg  the  No^aUa* 


Hoi 

with  excluding  "  the  relative  .suggestion  of  re- 
semblance in  certain  respects,  which  is  the  seoond  and  most  im- 
portant step  in  the  process."  This,  I  admit,  is  a  weighty  accusa- 
tion, and  I  admit  at  once  that  if  it  do  not  prove  that  his  own 
doctrine  is  right,  it  would  at  least  demonstrate  theirs  to  be  sub- 
limely wrong.  But  is  the  charge  well  founded?  Dr.  Brown,  in  a 
passage  which  I  once  read  to  you,1  and  with  which  he  concludes 
his  supposed  exposition  of  what  he  calls  "the  series  of  Reid's  won- 
derful misconceptions,"  wisely  warns  his  pupils  against  according 
credit  to  all  second-hand  statements.  u I  trust,"  he  says,  "it  will 
impress  you  with  one  important  lesson,  which  could  not  be  taught 
more  forcibly  than  by  the  errors  of  so  great  a  mind,  that  it  will 
always  be  necessary  for  you  to  consult  the  opinions  of  authors, 
when  their  opinions  are  of  sufficient  importance  to  deserve  to  be 
accurately  studied,  in  their  own  works,  and  not  in  the  works  of 
those  who  profess  to  give  a  faithful  account  of  them.  From  my 
own  experience,  I  can  most  truly  assure  you,  that  there  is  scarcely 
an  instance  in  which,  on  examining  the  works  of  those  authors 
whom  it  is  the  custom  more  to  cite  than  to  read,  I  have  found 
the  view  which  I  had  received  of  them  faithful."  No  advice  as- 
suredly can  be  more  sound,  and  I  shall  accordingly  follow  it  now, 
as  I  have  heretofore  done,  in  application  to  his  own  reports.    Let 

us  see  whether  the  nominalists,  as  he  assures  us, 

i.  That  the  Komi-      do  really  exclude  the  apprehension  of  resem- 

'naUfti  allow  the  ap-      blance  in  certain  respects,  as  one  step  in  their 

prehension  of  mem,      doctrine  of  generalization.      I    turn  "first  to 

blance.  proved  against  ° 

Brown  by  reference-      Hobbes  as  the  real  father  of  this  opinion, — to 
to  Hoboca.  him,  as  Leibnitz  truly  says,  unominalibu$  ipsis 

nominaliorem."  The  classical  place  of  this  phi-* 
losopher  on  the  subject  is  the  fourth  chapter  of  the  Xeviathan; 
and  there  we  have  the  following  passage — "One  universal  name 
is  imposed  on  many  things  for  their  similitude  in  tome  quality  or 

i  See  above,  tot.  xxiH  p.  812.— Ed. 
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other  accident;  and  whereas  a  prefer  name  bringeth  to  mind  one 
thing  only,  universal*  recall  any  one  of  those  many."    There  are 
other  passages  to  the  same  effect  in  Hobbes,  but  I  look  no  further. 
The  second  great  nominalist  is  Berkeley;  and  to  him  the  doc- 
trine chiefly  owes  the  acceptation  it  latterly  ob- 
r  eer*  tained.    His  doctrine  on  the  subject  is  chiefly 

contained  in  the  Introduction  to  the  Principle*  of  Human  Knowl- 
edge, sect.  7,  etc,  and  in  the  seventh  Dialogue  of  the  Minute  Phi* 
loscpher,  sect.  6,  etc  Out  of  many  similar  passages,  I  select  the 
two  following.  In  both  he  is  stating  his  own  doctrine  of  nominal* 
ism.  In  the  Introduction,  sect  22 :  "To  discern  the  agreements  or 
disagreement*  that  are  between  my  ideas,  to  see  what  ideas  are  in- 
cluded in  any  compound  idea,  etc"  In  the  Minute  Philosopher, 
sect  7 :  "  But  may  not  words  become  general  by  being  made  to 
stand  indiscriminately  for  all  particular  ideas,  which,  from  a  mutual 
resemblance,  belong  to  the  same  kind,  without  the  intervention 
of  any  abstract  general  idea?  " 
I  next  take  down  Hume.  His  doctrine  on  the  point  at  issue 
is  found  in  book  i.  part  i  sect.  7  of  the  Treatise 
of  Human  Nature,  entitled,  On  Abstract  Ideas. 
This  section  opens  with  the  following  sentence:  UA  great  philos- 
opher has  disputed  the  received  opinion  in  this  particular,  and  has 
asserted  that  all  general  ideas  are  nothing  but  particular  ones  an- 
nexed to  a  certain  term,  which  gives  them  a  more  extensive  signifi- 
cation, and  makes  them  recall  upon  occasion  other  individuals 
which  are  similar  to  them.  As  I  look  upon  this  to  be  one  of 
the  greatest  and  most  valuable  discoveries  that  has  been  made 
Of  late  years  in  the  republic  of  letters,  I  shall  here  endeavor  to  con- 
firm it  by  some  arguments,  which  I  hope  will  put  it  beyond  all 
doubt  and  controversy."  In  glancing  over  the  subsequent  exposi- 
tion of  the  doctrine,  I  see  the  following : — tf  When  we  have  found 
a  resemblance  among  several  objects,  we  apply  the  same  name  to 
all  of  them,"  etc  Again : — a  As  individuals  are  collected  together 
and  placed  under  a  general  term,  with  a  view  to  that  resemblance 
which  thev  bear  to  each  other,"  etc  In  the  last  page  and  a  half  of 
the  section,  it  is  stated,  no  less  than  four  times  that  perceived  re- 
semblance  is  the  foundation  of  classification. 

Adam  Smith's  doctrine  is  to  the  same  effect  as  his  predecessors. 

It  is  contained  in  his  Dissertation  concerning  the  First  Formation 

Adam  Smith.        °f  ^jan9ua9e9  (appended   to  his    Theory  of 

Moral  Sentiments),  which  literally  is  foil  of 

statements  to  the  purport  of  the  following,  which  alone  I  adduce : 

u  It  is  this  application  of  the  name  of  an  individual  to  a  great  num- 
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ber  of  objects,  whose  resemblance  naturally  recalls  the  idea  of  that 
individual,  and  of  the  name  which  expresses  it,  that  seems  originally 
to  have  given  occasion  to  the  formation  of  these  classes,  and  assort- 
ments, which  in  the  schools  are  called  genera  and  species,  and  of 
which  the  ingenious  and  eloquent  Rousseau  finds  himself  so  much 
at  a  loss  to  account  for  the  origin.  What  constitutes  a  species  is 
merely  a  number  of  objects,  bearing  a  certain  degree  of  resemblance 
to  one  another,  and  on  that  account  denominated  by  a  single  appel- 
lation, which  may  be  applied  to  express  any  one  of  them." 

The  assertion,  that  perceived  resemblance  is  the  principle  of  clas- 
sification, is  repeated  ad  nauseam  by  Principal 

Am  Campbell  and  Mr.  Stewart.    I  shall  quote  only 

from  the  latter,  and  I  take  the  first  passage  that  strikes  my  eye: 
"According  to  this  view  of  the  process  of  the  mind,  in  carrying  on 
general  speculations,  that  idea  which  the  ancient  philosophers  con- 
sidered as  the  essence  of  an  individual,  is  nothing  more  than  the 
particular  quality  or  qualities  in  which  it  resembles  other  individuals 
of  the  same  class ;  and  inconsequence  of  which  a  generic  name  is 
applied  to  it."  1 

From  the  evidence  I  have  already  quoted,  you  will  see  how  mar- 
vellously wrong  is  Brown's  assertion,  that  the  nominalists  not  only 
took  no  account  of,  but  absolutely  excluded  from  their  statement  of 
the  process  of  generalization,  the  apprehension  of  the  mutual  simi- 
larity of  objects.  You  will,  therefore,  not  be  surprised  when  I 
assure  you,  that  not  only  no  nominalist  ever  overlooked,  ever 
excluded,  the  manifested  resemblance  of  objects  to  each  other,  but 
that  every  nominalist  explicitly  founded  his  doctrine  of  classification 
on  this  resemblance,  and  on  this  resemblance  alone.  *  No  nomi- 
nalist ever  dreamt  of  disallowing  the  notion  of  relativity, — the 
conception  of  similarity  between  things, — this  they  maintain  not 
less  strenuously  than  the  conceptionalist ;  they  only  deny  that  this 
could  ever  constitute  a  general  notion. 

But  perhaps  it  may  be  admitted,  that  Brown  is  wrong  in  asserting 
that  the  nominalist  excludes  resemblance  as  an 

n*  .T^at,..Brown      element  of  generalization,  and  yet  maintained, 

wrong  In  holding  that  ,         ,..,.,,,/  .         *  . 

the  feeling  (notion)  of  that  he  is  right  in  holdmg,  against  the  nomi- 
•imiiitude  ig  general,  nalists,  that  the  notion,  or,  as  be  has  it,  the  feel- 
and  constitutes  the  jng  0f  tne  similitude  of  objects  in  certain  re- 
pro^dby  ihfultoZ  spects,  is  general,  and  constitutes  what  is  called 
tag  axioms.  the  general  notion.    I  am  afraid,  however,  that 

the  misconception  in  regard  to  this  point  will  be 
found  not  inferior  to  that  in  regard  to  the  other.. 

1  Element*,  vol.  1.  o.  lv.  sect.  U.     Work*,  vol.         8  [See  Telle*.  Summa  Phil.  Univtr**,  [vol.  1. 
ii.  p.  176.  p.  i.  disp.  iv.  sect.  i.  tubs.  8—16,  p.  49,  et  &'q.t 
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In  the  first  place,  then,  resemblance  is  a  relation ;  and  a  relation 
necessarily  supposes  certain  objects  as  related 
l.  Hottenofftfmitaiw      terms.    There  can  thus  be  no  relation  of  resem- 
!fr^ rt^ob^l'      blance  conceived,  apart  from  certain  resembling 
objects.    This  is  so  manifest,  that  a  formal  enu- 
meration of  the  principle  seems  almost  puerile.    Let  it,  however, 
be  laid  down  as  a  first  axiom,  that  the  notion  of  similarity  supposes 
the  notion  of  certain  similar  objects. 
In  the  second  place,  objects  cannot  be  similar  without  being 
similar  in  some  particular  mode  or  accident, — 
asjnuiarotyeotsare      ga_  ^  coior   jn  figure,  in  size,  in  weight,  in 

similar  in  ■omepartie-  «.*.,.        .    ?.«  m,  .     .  « 

nl||p  mode  smell,  in  fluidity,  in  life,  etc.,  etc.    This  is  equally 

evident,  and  this  I  lay  down  as  a  second  axiom. 

In  the  third  place,  I  assume,  as  a  third  axiom,  that  a  resemblance 

is  not  necessarily  and  of  itself  universal.    On  the 

s.  A  leambianM      contrary,  a  resemblance  between  two  individual 
not    necessarily   uxu- 
vensal#  objects  in  a  determinate  quality,  is  as  individual 

and  determinate  as  the  objects  and  their  resem- 
bling qualities  themselves.  Who,  for  example,  will  maintain  that 
my  actual  notion  of  the  likeness  of  a  particular  snowball  and  a  par- 
ticular egg,  is  more  general  than  the  representations  of  the  several 
objects  and  their  resembling  accidents  of  color? 

Now  let  us  try  Dr.  Brown's  theory  on  these  grounds.  In  refer- 
ence to  the  first,  he  does  not  pretend  that  what 
•d^tbMettT71**"  **e  caM*  tne  general  feeling  of  resemblance,  can 
exist  except  between  individual  objects  and  indi- 
vidual representations.  The  universality,  which  he  arrogates  to  this 
feeling,  cannot  accrue  to  it  from  any  universality  in  the  relative  or 
resembling  ideas.  This  neither  he  nor  any  other  philosopher  ever 
did  or  could  pretend.  They  are  supposed,  ex  hypothetic  to  be 
individual,  —  singular. 

Neither,  in  reference  to  the  second  axiom,  does  he  pretend  to 
derive  the  universality  which  he  asserts  to  his  feeling  of  resemblance 
from  the  universality  of  the  notion  of  the  common  quality,  in  which 
this  resemblance  is  realized.  He  does  not,  with  Locke  and  others, 
maintain  this ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  on  the  admitted  absurdity  of 
such  a  foundation  that  he  attempts  to  establish  the  doctrine  of  con- 
ceptualism  on  another  ground. 

But  if  the  universality,  assumed  by  Dr.  Brown  for  his  a  feeling  of 

(adit.  1644).    Cfc  seet.  li.  rate.  Let  seq.,  p.  66.  Ed.]   Mendoza,  Disp.  tog .  [d.  iii.  J 1,  Disp.  a 

—  Ed.]    Derodon,  Logica,  [p.  il.  e.  v.  art.  2,  Svmmulis  ad  Mttaphysicam,  vol.  i.  p.   248.] 

f  6,  p.  211.     Cf.  art  4,  p.  224  «t  uq.— Ed.]  Fran.  Borne  Spel,  Logita,  [De  Porphyria** 

Arriaga,  Logica,  (disp.  vi.  feet  i.  subs,  i.  tt  Unwenatibusy  disp.  1.,  Comnurdarii  m  Aria, 

W .,.  Or***  PMlosopkieus,  p.  110  (edit.  1682).  —  Phil.  p.  58,  (edit.  1662.) — Ed.] 
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resemblance,"  be  found  neither  in  the  resembling  objects,  nor  in  the 
qualities  through  which  they  are  similar,  we  most  look  for  it  in  the 
feeling  of  resemblance  itself  apart  from  its  actual  realisation;  and 
this  in  opposition  to  the  third  axiom  we  laid  down  as  self-evident. 
In  these  circumstances,  we  have  certainly  a  right  to  expect  that  Dr. 
Brown  should  have  brought  us  cogent  proof  for  an  assertion  so  con- 
trary to  all  apparent  evidence,  that  although  this  be  the  question 
which  perhaps  has  been  more  ably,  keenly,  and  universally  agitated 
than  any  other,  still  no  philosopher  before  himself  was  found  even 
to  imagine  such  a  possibility.    But  in  proof  of  this  new  paradox, 
Dr.  Brown  has  not  only  brought  no  evidence;  he  does  not  even 
attempt  to  bring  any.    He  assumes  and  he  asserts,  but  he  hazards 
no  argument.    In  this  state  of  matters,  it  is  perhaps  superfluous  to 
do  more  than  to  rebut  assertion  by  assertion ;  and  as  Dr.  Brown  is 
not  in  po8*6S8oriOy  and  as  his  opinion  is  even  opposed  to  the  uni- 
versal consent  of  philosophers,  the  counter  assertion,  if  not  over- 
turned by  reasoning,  must  prevail. 
But  let  us  endeavor  to  conceive  on  what  grounds  it  could  possibly 
be  supposed  by  Dr.  Brown,  that  the  feeling  of 
Possible  grounds  of     resemblance  between  certain  objects,  through 
tot^  *2£«Z      certain  resemb%  qualities,  has  in  it  anything  of 
sembUaoeisaniTensi.      universal,  or  can,  as  he  says,  constitute  the  gen- 
eral notion.    This  to  me  is  indeed  not  easy;  and 
every  hypothesis  I  can  make  is  so  absurd,  that  it  appears  almost  a 
libel  to  attribute  it,  even  by  coiyecture,  to  so  ingenious  and  acute  a 
thinker. 
In  the  first  place,  can  it  be  supposed  that  Dr.  Brown  believed  that 
a  feeling  of  resemblance  between  objects  in  a 
certain  quality  or  respect  was  general  because  it 
was  a  relation  ?    Then  must  every  notion  of  a  relation  be  a  general 
notion ;  which  neither  he  nor  any  other  philosopher  ever  asserts. 
In  the  second  place,  does  he  suppose  that  there  is  anything  in  the 
feeling  or  notion  of  the  particular  relation  called 
similarity,  which  is  more  general  than  the  feel- 
ing or  notion  of  any  other  relation  ?    This  can  hardly  be  conceived. 
What  is  a  feeling  or  notion  of  resemblance?    Merely  this;  two 
objects  affect  us  in  a  certain  manner,  and  we  are  oonscious  that  they 
affect  us  in  the  same  way  that  a  single  object  does,  when  presented 
at  different  times  to  our  perception.    In  either  case,  we  judge  that 
the  affections  of  which  we  are  conscious  are  similar  or  the  same. 
There  is  nothing  general  in  this  consciousness,  or  in  this  judgment. 
At  all  events,  the  relation  recognized  between  the  consciousness  of 
similarity  produced  on  us  by  two  different  eggs,  is  not  more  general 
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than  the  feeling  of  similarity  produced  on  us  by  the  successive  pre- 
sentation of  the  same  egg.  If  the  one  is  to  be  called  general,  so  is 
the  other.  Again,  if  the  feeling  or  notion  of  resemblance  be  made 
general,  so  mast  the  feeling  or  notion  of  difference.  They  are 
absolutely  the  same  notion,  only  in  different  applications.  Tou 
know  the  logical  axiom, — the  science  of  contraries  is  one.  We 
know  the  like  only  as  we  know  the  unlike.  Every  affirmation  of 
similarity  is  virtually  an  affirmation  that  difference  does  not  exist ; 
every  affirmation  of  difference  is  virtually  an  affirmation  that  sim- 
ilarity is  not  to  be  found.  But  neither  Brown  nor  any  other  phi- 
losopher has  pretended,  that  the  apprehension  of  difference  is  either 
general,  or  a  ground  of  generalisation.  On  the  contrary,  the  appre- 
hension of  difference  is  the  negation  of  generalization,  and  a  descent 
from  the  universal  to  the  particular.  But  if  the  notion  or  feeling 
of  the  dissimilarity  is  not  general,  neither  is  the  feeling  or  notion 
of  the  similarity. 
In  the  third  place,  can  it  be  that  Dr.  Brown  supposes  the  partic- 
ular feeling  or  consciousness  of  similarity  be- 

Third. 

tween  certain  objects  in  certain  respects  to  be 
general,  because  we  have,  in  general,  a  capacity  of  feeling  or  being 
conscious  of  similarity  ?  This  conjecture  is  equally  improbable.  On 
this  ground  every  act  of  every  power  would  be  general ;  and  we 
should  not  be  obliged  to  leave  Imagination,  in  order  to  seek  for  the 
universality  which  we  cannot  discover  in  the  light  and  definitude 
.  of  that  faculty,  in  the  obscurity  and  vagueness  of  another. 

In  the  fourth  place,  only  one  other  supposition  remains ;  and  this 
may  perhaps  enable  us  to  explain  the  possibility 
of  Dr.  Brown's  hallucination.  A  relation  cannot 
be  represented  in  Imagination.  The  two  terms,  the  two  relative 
objects,  can  be  severally  imaged  in  the  sensible  phantasy,  but  not 
the  relation  itsel£  This  is  the  object  of  the  Comparative  Faculty, 
or  of  Intelligence  Proper.  To  objects  so  different  as  the  images  of 
sense  and  the  unpicturable  notions  of  intelligence,  different  names 
ought  to  be  given ;  and  accordingly  this  has  been  done  wherever  a 
philosophical  nomenclature  of  the  slightest  pretensions  to  perfection 
has  been  formed.  In  the  German  language,  which  is  now  the  richest 
in  metaphysical  expressions  of  any  living  tongue,  the  two  kinds  of 
objects  are  carefully  distinguished.1  In  our  language,  on  the  con- 
.  trary,  the  idea,  conception,  notion,  are  used  almost  as  convertible 
for  either ;  and  the  vagueness  and  confusion  which  is  thus  produced, 
even  within  the  narrow  sphere  of  speculation  to  which  the  want  of 

1  S«e  BeitPi  Work*,  p.  407,  note  t,  and  412,  note. —Ed. 
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the  distinction  also  confines  us,  can  be  best  appreciated  by  those 
who  are  conversant  with  the  philosophy  of  the  different  countries. 

Dr.  Brown  seems  to  have  had  some  faint  perception  of  the  differ- 
ence between  intellectual  notions  and  sensible  representations;  and 
if  he  had  endeavored  to  signalize  their  contrast  by  a  distinction  of 
terms,  he  would  have  deserved  well  of  English  philosophy.  But  he 
mistook  the  nature  of  the  intellectual  notion,  which  connects  two 
particular  qualities  by  the  bond  of  similarity,  and  imagined  that 
there  lurked  under  this  intangible  relation  the  universality  which, 
he  clearly  saw,  could  not  be  found  in  a  representation  of  the  related 
objects,  or  of  their  resembling  qualities.  At  least,  if  this  do  not 
assist  us  in  accounting  for  his  misconception,  I  do  not  know  in  what 
way  we  otherwise  can. 

What  I  have  now  said  is,  I  think,  sufficient  in  regard  to  the  nature 

of  Generalization,    It  is  notoriously  a  mere  act 

summary  of  the  An-      of  Comparison.    We  compare  objects;  we  find 

thort  doctrine  of  Gem-  -     -i      •  _^  •  *     i  *  •     • 

enUatiall#  them  similar  m  certain  respects,  that  is,  m  cer- 

tain respects  they  affect  us  in  the  same  manner; 
we  consider  the  qualities  in  them,  that  thus  affect  us  in  the  same 
manner,  as  the  same ;  and  to  this  common  quality  we  give  a  name ; 
and  as  we  can  predicate  this  name  of  all  and  each  of  the  resembling 
objects,  it  constitutes  them  into  a  class.  Aristotle  has  truly  said 
that  general  names  are  only  abbreviated  definitions,1  and  definitions,* 
you  know,  are  judgments.  For  example,  animal  is  only  a  compen- 
dious expression  for  organized  and  animated  body;  many  only  a 
summary  of  rational  animal,  etc 


LECTURE    XXXVI. 

THE  ELABORATIVE  FACULTY.— GENERALIZATION.— THE 
PBIMUM  COGNITUM. 

We  were  principally  employed,  in  our  last  Lecture,  in  considering 
^^  Dr.  Brown's  doctrine  of  Generalization ;  and,  in 

doing  this,  I  first  discussed  his  refutation  of 
Nominalism,  and,  secondly,  his  own  theory  of  Conceptualism.  In 
reference  to  the  former,  I  showed  you  that  the  ground  on  which  he 
attempts  to  refute  the  Nominalists,  is  only  an  inconceivable  mistake 
of  his  own.  He  rejects  their  doctrine  as  incomplete,  because,  he  says, 
they  take  no  account  of  the  mutual  resemblance  of  the  classified 
objects.  But  so  far  are  the  nominalists  from  taking  no  account  of 
the  mutual  resemblance  of  the  classified  objects,  that  their  doctrine 
is  notoriously  founded  on  the  apprehension  of  this  similarity,  and 
on  the  apprehension  of  this  similarity  alone.  How  Dr.  Brown  could 
have  run  into  this  radical  misrepresentation  of  so  celebrated  an 
opinion,  is,  I  repeat,  wholly  inconceivable.  Having  proved  to  you 
by  the  authentic  testimony  of  the  British  nominalists  of  principal 
celebrity,  that  Dr.  Brown  had  in  his  statement  of  their  doctrine 
simply  reversed  it,  I  proceeded,  in  the  second  place,  to  test  the 
accuracy  of  his  own.  Dr.  Brown  repudiates  the  doctrine  of  Con- 
ceptualism as  held  by  Locke  and  others.  He  admits  that  we  can 
represent  to  ourselves  no  general  notion  of  the  common  attribute 
or  attributes  which  constitute  a  class ;  but  he  asserts  that  the  gen- 
erality, which  cannot  be  realized  in  a  notion  of  the  resembling 
attribute,  is  realized  in  a  notion  of  the  resemblance  itself.  This 
theory,  I  endeavored  to  make  it  evident,  was  altogether  groundless. 
In  the  first  place,  the  doctrine  supposes  that  the  notion,  or,  as  he 
calls  it,  the  feeling,  of  the  mutual  resemblance  of  particular  objects 
in  particular  respects,  is  general.  This,  the  very  foundation  of  his 
theory,  is  not  self-evidently  true;  —  on  the  contrary,  it  stands  ob- 
trusively, self-evidently,  false.  It  was  primarily  incumbent  on  Dr. 
Brown  to  prove  the  reality  of  this  basis.  But  he  makes  not  even 
an  attempt  at  this.    He  assumes  all  that  is  in  question.    To  the 
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noun-substantive,  "feeling  of  resemblance,"  he  prefixes  the  adjec- 
tive, "general;"  but  he  does  not  condescend  to  evince  that  the 
verbal  collocations  have  any  real  connection. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  as  it  is  not  proved  by  Dr.  Brown,  that 
our  notion  of  the  similarity  of  certain  things  in  certain  respects  is 
general,  so  it  can  easily  be  shown  against  him  that  it  is  not. 

The  generality  cannot  be  found  in  the  relation  of  resemblance, 
apart  from  all  resembling  objects,  and  all  circumstances  of  resem- 
blance; for  a  resemblance  only  exists,  and  is  only  conceived,  as 
between  determinate  objects,  and  in  determinate  attributes.1  This 
is  not  denied  by  Dr.  Brown.  On  the  contrary,  he  arrogates  gen- 
erality to  what  he  calls  the  "feeling  of  similarity  of  certain  objects 
in  certain  respects."  These  are  the  expressions  he  usually  employs. 
So  far,  therefore,  all  is  manifest,  all  is  admitted ;  a  resemblance  is 
only  conceived,  is  only  conceivable,  as  between  particular  objects, 
in  particular  qualities.  Apart  from  these,  resemblance  is  not  as- 
serted to  be  thinkable.  This  being  understood,  it  is  apparent,  that 
the  notion  of  the  resemblance  of  certain  objects  in  a  certain  attri- 
bute, is  just  the  notion  of  that  attribute  itself;  and  if  it  be  impossi- 
ble, as  Brown  admits,  to  conceive  that  attribute  generally,  in  other 
words,  to  have  a  general  notion  of  it,  it  is  impossible  to  have  a  gen- 
eral notion  of  the  resemblance  which  it  constitutes.  For  example, 
we  have  a  perception  or  imagination  of  two  figures  resembling  each 
other,  in  having  three  angles.  Now  here  it  is  admitted,  that  if  either 
the  figures  themselves  be  removed,  or  the  attribute  belonging  to 
each  (of  three  angles)  be  thrown  out  of  account,  the  notion  of  any 
resemblance  is  annihilated.  It  is  also  admitted,  that  the  notion  of  re- 
semblance is  realised  through  the  notion  of  triangularity.  In  this 
all  philosophers  are  at  one.  All  likewise  agree  that  the  notion  of 
similarity,  and  the  notion  of  generality,  are  the  same ;  though 
Brown,  as  we  have  seen,  has  misrepresented  the  doctrine  of  Nom- 
inalism on  this  point.  But  though  all  maintain  that  things  are 
conceived  similar  only  as  conceived  similar  in  some  quality,  and 
that  their  similarity  in  this  quality  alone  constitutes  them  into 
a  class,  they  differ  in  regard  to  their  ulterior  explanation.  Let  us 
suppose  that,  of  our  two  figures,  the  one  is  a  rectangled,  and  the 
other  an  equilateral,  triangle ;  and  let  ua  hear,  on  this  simple  ex- 
ample, how  the  different  theorists  explain  themselves.  The  nom- 
inalists say,  —  you  can  imagine  a  rectangular  triangle  alone,  and  an 
equilateral  triangle  alone,  or  you  can  imagine  both  at  once ;  and, 
in  this  case,  in  the  consciousness  of  their  similarity,  you  may  view 

l  If  generality  in  relation  of  retemblanoe  then  only  one  general  notion  at  all.  — Afor- 
apart  from  particular  otyeoti  and  qualities,    gitud  Jotting. 
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either  as  the  inadequate  representative  of  both.  But  70a  cannot 
imagine  a  figure  which  shall  adequately  represent  both  qua  tri- 
angle; that  is,  you  cannot  imagine  a  triangle  which  is  neither 
an  equilateral  nor  a  rectangled  triangle,  and  yet  both  at  once. 
And  as  on  our  (the  nominalist)  doctrine,  the  similarity  is  only 
embodied  in  an  individual  notion,  having  relation  to  another,  there 
is  no  general  notion  properly  speaking  at  all. 

The  older  Conceptualists,  on  the  other  hand,  assert  that  it  is 
possible  to  conceive  a  triangle  neither  equilateral  nor  rectangular, 
—but  both  at  once.  Dr.  Brown  differs  from  nominalists  and  older 
conceptualists;  he  coincides  with  the  nominalists  in  rejecting  as 
absurd  the  hypothesis  of  the  conceptualists,  but  he  coincides  with 
the  conceptualists  in  holding,  that  there  is  a  general  notion  ade- 
quate to  the  term  triangle.  This  general  notion  he  does  not, 
however,  place,  with  the  oonoeptualist,  in  any  general  represen- 
tation of  the  attribute  triangle,  but  in  the  notion  or  feeling  of  re- 
semblance between  the  individual  representations  of  an  equilateral 
and  of  a  rectangled  triangle.  This  opinion  is,  however,  untenable. 
In  the  first  place,  there  is  here  no  generalization ;  for  what  is  called 
the  common  notion  can  only  be  realized  in  thought  through  notions 
of  all  the  several  objects  which  are  to  be  classified.  Thus,  in  our 
example,  the  notion  of  the  similarity  of  the  two  figures,  in  be- 
ing each  triangular,  supposes  the  actual  perception  or  imagina- 
tion of  both  together.  Take  out  of  actual  perception,  or  actual 
representation,  one  or  both  of  the  triangles,  and  no  similarity,  that  is, 
.  no  general  notion  remains.  Thus,  upon  Dr.  Brown's  doctrine,  the 
general  notion  only  exists  in  so  far  as  the  individual  notions,  from 
which  it  is  generalized,  are  present,  that  is,  in  so  far  as  there  is  no 
generalization  at  alL  This  is  because  resemblance  is  a  relation ;  but 
a  relation  supposes  two  particular  objects;  and  a  relation  between 
particular  objects  is  just  as  particular  as  the  objects  themselves. 

But  let  us  consider  his  doctrine  in  another  point  of  view.    In  the 

example  we  have  taken  of  the  equilateral  and 

Brown*,  doctri*.  of     rectangular  triangles,  triangularity  is  an  attri- 

Mm  Ami  nntfrm*  —  fniw 

ther  considered!  \wte  of  each,  and  in  each  the  conceived  trian- 

gularity is  a  particular,  not  a  general,  notion. 
Now  the  resemblance  between  these  figures  lies  in  their  trian- 
gularity, and  the  notion  or  feeling  of  resemblance  in  which  Dr. 
Brown  places  the  generality,  must  be  a  notion  or  feeling  of  tri- 
angularity, —  triangularity  must  constitute  their  resemblance.  This 
is  manifest.  For  if  it  be  not  a  notion  of  triangularity,  it  must 
be  a  notion  of  something  else,  and  if  a  notion  of  something  else, 
it  cannot  be  a  general  notion  of  two  figures  as  triangles.     The 
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notion  of  resemblance  between  the  figures  in  question  must,  there- 
fore, be  a  notion  of  triangularity.  Now  the  triangularity  thus  con- 
oeived  must  be  one  notion,  —  one  triangularity;  for  otherwise  it 
could  not  be  (what  is  supposed)  one  common  or  general  notion,  but 
a  plurality  of  notions.  Again,  this  one  triangularity  must  not  be  the 
triangularity,  either  of  the  equilateral  triangle,  or  of  the  rectangular 
triangle  alone ;  for,  in  that  case,  it  would  not  be  a  general  notion, 
—  a  notion  common  to  both.  But  if  it  cannot  be  the  triangularity 
of  either,  it  must  be  the  triangularity  of  both.  Of  such  a  triangu- 
larity, however,  it  is  impossible  to  form  a  notion,  as  Dr.  Brown 
admits;  for  triangularity  must  be  either  rectangular  or  not  rec- 
tangular ;  but  as  these  are  contradictory  or  exclusive  attributes, 
we  cannot  conceive  them  together  in  the  same  notion,  nor  can 
we  form  a  notion  of  triangularity  except  as  the  one  or  the  other. 

This  being  the  case,  the  notion  or  feeling  of  similarity  between 
the  two  triangles  cannot  be  a  notion  or  feeling  of  triangularity  at 
all.  But  if  it  be  not  this,  what  can  it  otherwise  possibly  be  ?  There 
is  only  one  conceivable  alternative.  As  a  general  notion,  contain- 
ing under  it  particular  notions,  it  must  be  given  up,  but  it  may 
be  regarded  as  a  particular  relation  between  the  particular  figures, 
and  which  supposes  them  to  be  represented,  as  the  condition  of 
being  itself  not  represented,  but  conceived.  And  thus,  by  a  dif- 
ferent route,  we  arrive  again  at  the  same  conclusion,  —  that  Dr. 
Brown  has  mistaken  a  particular,  an  individual,  relation  for  a  gen- 
eral notion.  He  clearly  saw  that  all  that  is  picturable  in  imagi- 
nation, is  determinate  and  individual;  he,  therefore,  avoided  the 
absurdity  involved  in  the  doctrine  of  the  old  conceptualists ;  but 
he  was  not  warranted  (if  this  were,  indeed,  the  ground  of  his  as- 
sumption) in  assuming,  that  because  a  notion  cannot  be  pictured 
in  imagination,  it  is,  therefore,  general. 

Instead  of  recapitulating  what  I  stated  in  opposition  to  Dr. 
Brown's  views  in  my  last  Lecture,  I  have  been  led  into  a  new  line 
of  argument;  for,  in  fact,  his  doctrine  is  open  to  so  many  objec- 
tions that,  on  what  side  soever  we  regard  it,  argument  will  not  be 
wanting  for  its  refutation.  So  far,  therefore,  from  Nominalism  be- 
ing confuted  by  Brown,  it  is  plain  that,  apart  from  the  miscon- 
ception he  has  committed,  he  is  himself  a  nominalist. 

Tb*     ration  —  *  proceed  now  to  a  very  curious   question, 

Does  Language  oiigi-  which  has  likewise  divided  philosophers.  It  is 
nate  in  General  Appal-  this, — Does  Language  originate  in  General  Ap- 
latires  or  by  Proper      peeves,  or  by  Proper  Names  ?    Did  mankind 

Names.— considered.         .       .,       «  .  /»  ,  -.     ,        ,  .,  -. 

in  the  formation  of  language,  and  do  children 
in  their  first  applications  of  it,  commence  with  the  one  kind  of  words 
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or  with  the  other?  The  determination  of  this  question,  —  the 
question  of  the  Primum  Cognitum,  as  it  was  called  in  the  schools, 
is  not  involved  in  the  doctrine  of  Nominalism.  Many  illustrious 
philosophers  hare  maintained  that  all  terms,  as  at  first  employed, 
are  expressive  of  individual  objects,  and  that  these  only  subse- 
quently obtain  a  general  acceptation. 

This  opinion  I  find  maintained  by  Vives,1  Locke,*  Rousseau,8  Con- 
dillac,4  Adam  Smith,*  Strinbart,6  Tittel,7  Brown,8 

l.  That  ail  tomu,      and  others.8    "The  order  of  learning n  (I  trans- 

asflrst  employed,  ex-  j^  fr()m  yiveg\  «fe  from  fa  senses  to  the 
pressire  of  individual         .  .  '  .        „ 

objects,  —  maintained  imagmation,  and  from  this  to  the  intellect, — 
by  Vives  and  other*  such  is  the  order  of  life  and  of  nature.  We 
thus  proceed  from  the  simple  to  the  complex, 
from  the  singular  to  the  universal.  This  is  to  be  observed  in  chil- 
dren who  first  of  all  express  the  several  parts  of  different  things,  and 
then  conjoin  them.  Things  general  they  call  by  a  singular  name ; 
for  instance,  they  call  all  smiths  by  the  name  of  that  individual 
trrvith  whom  they  have  first  known,  and  all  meats,  beef  or  pork,  as 
they  have  happened  to  have  heard  the  one  or  the  other  first,  when 
they  begin  to  speak.  Thereafter  the  mind  collects  universals  from 
particulars,  and  then  again  reverts  to  particulars  from  universals." 
The  same  doctrine,  without  probably  any  knowledge  of  Vives,  is 
maintained  by  Locke.10  a  There  is  nothing  more 
evident  than  that  the  ideas  of  the  persons  chil- 
dren converse  with  (to  instance  in  them  alone),  are  like  the  persons 
themselves,  only  particular.  The  ideas  of  the  nurse  and  the  mother 
are  well  framed  in  their  minds ;  and,  like  pictures  of  them  there, 
represent  only  those  individuals.  The  names  they  first  gave  to 
them  are  confined  to  these  individuals ;  and  the  names  of  nurse  and 
mamma,  the  child  uses,  determine  themselves  to  those  persons. 
Afterwards,  when  time  and  a  larger  acquaintance  have  made  them 
observe  that  there  are  a  great  many  other  things  in  the  world,  that 
in  some  common  agreements  of  shape,  and  several  other  qualities, 
resemble  their  father  and  mother,  and  those  persons  they  have  been 
used  to,  they  frame  an  idea  which  they  find  those  many  particulars 
do  partake  in ;  and  to  that  they  give,  with  others,  the  name  man, 


1  De  Ammo,  lib.  ii.     De  DUeendi  Rations,  9  [Anleitungdet  Verskmdc*,)  46.  Cf.  S  8S-89.] 

Ojmil,  vol.  ii.  p.  680,  Basftlese,  1666.— Ed.  7  [Btouierungen  der  Pkiloeopki*.]   [Logik,  p. 

s  gee  below,  p.  494. —Ed.  214,  et  seq.  (edit.  1798).— Ed.] 

»  [See  Tousssint,  De  la  Pens*,  o.  x.  p.  278—  8  See  below,  p.  484. —Ed. 

79.)    Diatom  wr  P  Origin*  de  VlnegaKM  parmi-  9  Cf.  Toletus,  In  Phys.  Arist.  lib.  i.  0. 1. 1. 5, 

let  Homme*,  <E*vn*t  1. 1.  p.  268,  ed.  1826. —Ed.  q.  6,  f.  10b.    Conimbrioenses,  Ibid.  lib.  i.  e.  i. 

*  See  below,  p.  494.  —  Ed.  q.  8,  art.  2,  p.  79;  and  q.  4,  art  2,  p.  89.— Ed. 

*  See  below,  p.  494.— Ed  io  Euayt  iii.  8, 7.  —  Ed. 
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for  example.    And  thus  they  come  to  have  a  general  name,  and  a 

general  idea." 
The  same  doctrine  is  advanced  in  many  places  of  his  works  by 
Condillac.1     Adam   Smith    has,  however,  the 
Adlm  smith.  merit  of  having  applied  this  theory  to  the  for- 

mation of  language ;  and  his  doctrine,  which  Dr. 

Brown,1  absolutely,  and  Mr.  Stewart,8  with  some  qualification, 
adopts,  is  too  important  not  to  be  fully  stated, 
and   in  his  own  powerful  language: — uThe 

assignation,"  says  Smith,4  "  of  particular  names,  to  denote  particular 

objects,-— that  is,  the  institution  of  nouns  sub- 
smith  quoted.  ..  ,1       «  ,,    «  «,^ 

stantive,  would  probably  be  one  of  the  first  steps 

towards  the  formation  of  language.  Two  savages,  who  had  never 
been  taught  to  speak,  but  had  been  bred  up  remote  from  the  socie- 
ties of  men,  would  naturally  begin  to  form  that  language  by  which 
they  would  endeavor  to  make  their  mutual  wants  intelligible  to 
each  other,  by  uttering  certain  sounds  whenever  they  meant  to  de- 
note certain  objects.  Those  objects  only  which  were  most  familiar 
to  them,  and  which  they  had  most  frequent  occasion  to  mention, 
would  have  particular  names  assigned  to  them.  The  particular 
cave  whose  covering  sheltered  them  from  the  weather,  the  particular 
tree  whose  fruit  relieved  their  hunger,  the  particular  fountain  whose 
water  allayed  their  thirst,  would  first  be  denominated  by  the  words, 
cave,  tree,  fountain,  or  by  whatever  other  appellations  they  might 
think  proper,  in  that  primitive  jargon,  to  mark  them.  Afterwards, 
when  the  more  enlarged  experience  of  these  savages  had  led  them 
to  observe,  and  their  necessary  occasions  obliged  them  to  make 
mention  of  other  caves,  and  other  trees,  and  other  fountains,  they 
would  naturally  bestow  upon  each  of  those  new  objects  the  same 
name  by  which  they  had  been  accustomed  to  express  the  similar 
object  they  were  first  acquainted  with.  The  new  objects  had  none 
of  them  any  name  of  its  own,  but  each  of  them  exactly  resembled 
another  object,  which  had  such  an  appellation.  It  was  impossible 
that  those  savages  could  behold  the  new  objects,  without  recol- 
lecting the  old  ones ;  and  the  name  of  the  old  ones,  to  which  the 
new  bore  so  close  a  resemblance.  When  they  had  occasion,  there- 
fore, to  mention  or  to  point  out  to  each  other  any  of  the  new  ob- 
jects, they  would  naturally  utter  the  name  of  the  correspondent  old 
one,  of  which  the  idea  could  not  fail,  at  that  instant,  to  present 

1  See  Origins  da  Connoissmnees  Hmjwomw*,  11.  p.  160.    Cf.  Elements,  toI.  U  part  lLo.IL 

part  L  sect  It.  e.  i.  teet.  t.;  part  11.  sect.  11.  e.  §4.    Works,  p.  178.— Ed. 

lx.  —  Ed.  4  Considerations  center  jtg  the  First  Forma* 

*  Lecture  xlrH.  p.  806  (edit  1880).  Hon  of  Languages,  appended  to  T%oorw  of  Moral 

*  Elements,  vol.  1.  part  1L  o.  It.    Works,  toI.  Sentiments. — Ed. 
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itself  to  their  memory  in  the  strongest  and  liveliest  manner.  And 
thus  those  words,  which  were  originally  the  proper  names  of  indi- 
viduals, would  each  of  them  insensibly  become  the  common  name 
of  a  multitude.  A  child  that  is  just  learning  to  speak,  calls  every 
person  who  comes  to  the  house  its  papa,  or  its  mamma;  and  thus 
bestows  upon  the  whole  species  those  names  which  it  had  been 
taught  to  apply  to  two  individuals.  I  have  known  a  down  who  did 
not  know  the  proper  name  of  the  river  which  ran  by  his  own  door. 
It  was  the  river,  he  said,  and  he  never  heard  any  other  name  for  it. 
His  experience,  it  seems,  had  not  led  him  to  observe  any  other  river. 
The  general  word  river,  therefore,  was,  it  is  evident,  in  his  accept- 
ance of  it,  a  proper  name  signifying  an  individual  object.  If  this 
person  had  been  carried  to  another  river,  would  he  not  readily  have 
called  it  a  river?  Could  we  suppose  a  person  living  on  the  banks 
of  the  Thames  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know  the  general  word  river, 
but  to  be  acquainted  only  with  the  particular  word  Thames,  if  he 
was  brought  to  any  other  river,  would  he  not  readily  call  it  a 
Thames  f  This,  in  reality,  is  no  more  than  what  they  who  are  well 
acquainted  with  the  general  word  are  very  apt  to  do.  An  English- 
man, describing  any  great  river  which  he  may  have  seen  in  some 
foreign  country,  naturally  says,  that  it  is  another  Thames.  The 
Spaniards,  when  they  first  arrived  upon  the  coast  of  Mexico,  and 
observed  the  wealth,  fypulousness,  and  habitations  of  that  fine 
country,  so  much  superior  to  the  savage  nations  which  they  had 
been  visiting  for  some  time  before,  cried  out  that  it  was  another 
Spain.  Hence,  it  was  called  New  Spain ;  and  this  name  has  stuck 
to  that  unfortunate  country  ever  since.  We  say,  in  the  same  manner, 
of  a  hero,  that  he  is  an  Alexander;  of  an  orator,  that  he  is  a  Cicero; 
of  a  philosopher,  that  he  is  a  Newton.  This  way  of  speaking,  which 
the  grammarians  call  an  Antonomasia,  and  which  is  still  extremely 
common,  though  now  not  at  all  necessary,  demonstrates  how  much 
all  mankind  are  naturally  disposed  to  give  to  one  object  the  name 
of  any  other  which  nearly  resembles  it ;  and  thus,  to  denominate  a 
multitude  by  what  originally  was  intended  to  express  an  individual. 

u  It  is  this  application  of  the  name  of  an  individual  to  a  great  mul- 
titude of  objects,  whose  resemblance  naturally  recalls  the  idea  of 
that  individual,  and  of  the  name  which  expresses  it,  that  seems  orig- 
inally to  have  given  occasion  to  the  formation  of  those  classes  and 
assortments  which,  in  the  schools,  are  called  genera  and  species? 

On  the  other  hand,  an  opposite  doctrine  is  maintained  by  many 
profound  philosophers.   A  large  section  of  the  schoolmen l  embraced 

i.Cf  ConimbriocMM,  fe/ftfs.  JnK.l  I.e.  TototM,  JM&, h  1, o  l>Ua&%*  «*.  £  10*- 
1-  q.  8,  ut.  1,  p.  78;  tod  q.  t,  Mi.  1,  p  87.      Ed. 
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it,  and,  among  more  modern  thinkers,  it  is  adopted  by  Campa- 
nella.1    Campanella  was  an  author  profoundly 
s.  An  opposite  doe-      studied  by  Leibnitz,  who  even  places  him  on  a 
trim  maintained  by      j^g  ^^  jf  not  above,  Bacon;  and  from  him 
^y  °  it  is  not  improbable  that  Leibnitz  may  have 

CampuMiim.  taken  a  hint  of  his  own  doctrine  on  the  subject. 

i*fl»H«-  In  his  great  wo rk,  the  Nbuoeaux  Essais,  of  which 

Stewart  was  not  till  very  latterly  aware,  he  says,* 
that,  "general  terms  serve  not  only  for  the  perfection  of  languages, 
^_  but  are  even  necessary  for  their  essential  con- 

stitution.  For  if  by  particulars  be  understood 
thingB  individual,  it  would  be  impossible  to  speak,  if  there  were 
only  proper  names,  and  no  appellatives,  that  is  to  say,  if  there  were 
only  names  for  things  individual,  since,  at  every  moment  we  are 
met  by  new  ones,  when  we  treat  of  persons,  of  accidents^and  espec- 
ially of  actions,  which  are  those  that  we  describe  the  most ;  but  if 
by  particulars  be  meant  the  lowest  species  {species  infimas),  besides 
that  it  is  frequently  very  difficult  to  determine  them,  it  is  manifest 
that  these  are  already  universals,  founded  on  similarity.  Now,  as 
the  only  difference  of  species  and  genera  lies  in  a  similarity  of  greater 
or  less  extent,  it  is  natural  to  note  every  kind  of  similarity  or  agree- 
ment, and,  consequently,  to  employ  general  terms  of  every  degree ; 
nay,  the  most  general  being  less  complex  with  regard  to  the  essences 
which  they  comprehend,  although  more  extensive  in  relation  to  the 
things  individual  to  which  they  apply,  are  frequently  the  easiest  to 
form,  and  are  the  most  useful.  It  is  likewise  seen  that  children, 
and  those  who  know  but  little  of  the  language  which  they  attempt 
to  speak,  or  little  of  the  subject  on  which  they  would  employ  it, 
make  use  of  general  terms,  as  thing,  plant,  animal,  instead  of  using 
proper  names,  of  which  they  are  destitute.  And  it  is  certain  that 
all  proper  or  individual  names  have  been  originally  appellative  or 
general."  In  illustration  of  this  latter  most  important  doctrine,  he, 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  work,  says:3  "I  would  add, in  conform- 
ity to  what  I  have  previously  observed,  that  proper  names  have 
been  originally  appellative,  that  is  to  say,  general  in  their  origin,  as 
Brutus,  Caesar,  Augustus,  Capito,  Lentulus,  Piso,  Cicero,  Elbe, 
Rhine,  Rhur,  Leine,  Ocker,  Bucephalus,  Alps,  Pyrenees,  etc,*  and, 
after  illustrating  this  in  detail,  he  concludes:  —  "Thus  I  would 
make  bold  to  affirm  that  almost  all  words  have  been  originally  gen- 
eral terms,  because  it  would  happen  very  rarely  that  men  would 
invent  a  name,  expressly  and  without  a  reason,  to  denote  this  or 

1  [8m  Ttniumnnn,  0MM*  d*r  PtitoopAU,        S  Lib.  ill.  o.  i.  p.  297  (Erdroann). — Ed. 
vol  ix.  p.  884.]  *  Lib.  ill.  e.  Hi.  p.  808  (Erdmann).  —  Ed. 
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that  individual.  We  may,  therefore,  assert  that  the  names  of  indi- 
vidual things  were  names  of  species,  which  were  given  par  excellence, 
or  otherwise,  to  some  individual,  as  the  name  Great  Head  to  him 
of  the  whole  town  who  had  the  largest,  or  who  was  the  ma&  of 
most  consideration,  of  the  Great  Heads  known.  It  is  thus  likewise 
that  men  give  the  names  of  genera  to  species,  that  is  to  say,  that 
they  content  themselves  with  a  term  more  general  or  vague  to 
"  denote  more  particular  classes,  when  they  do  not  care  about  the 
differences.  As,  for  example,  we  content  ourselves  with  the  gen- 
eral name  absinthium  (wormwood),  although  there  are  so  many 
species  of  the  plant  that  one  of  the  Bauhins  has  filled  a  whole  book 
with  them." 

That  this  was  likewise  the  opinion  of  the  great  Turgot,  we  learn 
from  his  biographer.    "M.  Turgot,"  says  Con- 
dorcet, l  "  believed  that  the  opinion  was  wrong, 
which  held  that  in  general  the  mind  only  acquired  general  or  ab- 
stract ideas  by  the  comparison  of  more  particular  ideas.     On  the 
'  contrary,  our  first  ideas  are  very  general,  for,  seeing  at  first  only  a 
small  number  of  qualities,  our  idea  includes  all  the  existences  to 
which  these  qualities  are  common.     As  we  acquire  knowledge,  our 
ideas  become  more  particular,  without  ever  reaching  the  last  limit ; 
and,  what  might  have  deceived  the  metaphysicians,  it  is  precisely 
by  this  process  that  we  learn  that  these  ideas  are  more  general  than 
we  had  at  first  supposed." 

Here  are  two  opposite  opinions,  each  having  nearly  equal  author- 
ity in  its  favor,  maintained  on  both  sides  with  equal  ability  and 
apparent  evidence.  Either  doctrine  would  be  held  established  were 
we  unacquainted  with  the  arguments  in  favor  of  the  other. 

But  I  have  now  to  state  to  you  a  third  opinion,  intermediate  be- 
tween these,  which  conciliates  both,  and  seems, 
8.  a  third  or  inter-  moreover,  to  carry  a  superior  probability  in  its 
mediate  opinion  main-  statement.  This  opinion  maintains,  that  as  our 
•^"^n^oT  knowledge  proceeds  from  the  confused  to  the 
the  yagne  and  con-  distinct,  —  from  the  vague  to  the  determinate, 
ftwed.  —  so,  in  the  mouths  of  children,  language  at  first 

expresses  neither  the  precisely  general  nor  the 
determinately  individual,  but  the  vague  and  confused;  and  that, 
out  of  this  the  universal  is  elaborated  by  generification,  the  partic- 
ular and  singular  by  specification  and  individualization. 

I  formerly  explained  why  I  view  the  doctrine  held  by  Mr.  Stewart 
and  others  in  regard  to  perception  in  general  and  vision  in  partic- 

l[Vud4M.  Twgot,  Londrea,  1786,  n,  314.] 
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ular,  as  erroneous ;  inasmuch  as  they  conceive  that  our  sensible  cog- 
nitions are  formed  by  the  addition  of  an  almost 
ThatperoeptJonoom-      ignite    number  of  separate  and    consecutive 

mences  with  mioocn, 

already  shown.  acts  °^  attentive  perception,  each  act  being  cog- 

nizant of  a  certain  minimum  sensibile. l  On  the 
contrary,  I  showed  that,  instead  of  commencing  with  minima,  per- 
ception commences  with  masses ;  that,  though  our  capacity  of  atten- 
tion be  very  limited  in  regard  to  the  number  of  objects  on  which  a 
faculty  can  be  simultaneously  directed,  yet  that  these  objects  may 
be  large  or  small.  We  may  make,  for  example,  a  single  object  of 
attention  either  of  a  whole  man,  or  of  his  face,  or  of  his  eye,  or  of 
the  pupil  of  his  eye,  or  of  a  speck  upon  the  pupil.  To  each  of 
these  objects  there  can  only  be  a  certain  amount  of  attentive 
perception  applied,  and  we  can  concentrate  it  all  on  any  one.  In 
proportion  as  the  object  is  larger  and  more  complex,  our  attention 
can  of  course  be  less  applied  to  any  part  of  it,  and  consequently, 
our  knowledge  of  it  in  detail  will  be  vaguer  and  more  imperfect. 
But  having  first  acquired  a  comprehensive  knowledge  of  it  as  a 
whole,  we  can  descend  to  its  several  parts,  consider  these  both  in 
themselves,  and  in  relation  to  each  other,  and  to  the  whole  of  which 
they  are  constituents,  and  thus  attain  to  a  complete  and  articulate 
knowledge  of  the  object.  We  decompose,  and  then  we  recompose. 
But  in  this  we  always  proceed  first  by  decomposition  or  analysis. 
All  analysis  indeed  supposes  a  foregone  coraposi- 
The  mind  in  eiabo-  tion  or  synthesis,  because  we  cannot  decompose 
t^^^™™*i'  what  »  not  already  composite.  But  in  our  ac- 
from  the  whole  to  the  quisition  of  knowledge,  the  objects  are  presented 
parts.  to  us  compounded ;  and  they  obtain  a  unity  only 

in  the  unity  of  our  consciousness.  The  unity 
of  consciousness  is,  as  it  were,  the  frame  in  which  objects  are  seen. 
I  say,  then,  that  the  first  procedure  of  mind  in  the  elaboration  of 
its  knowledge  is  always  analytical.  It  descends  from  the  whole  to 
the  parts, — from  the  vague  to  the  definite.  Definitude,  that  is, 
a  knowledge  of  minute  differences,  is  not,  as  the  opposite  theory 
supposes,  the  first,  but  the  last,  term  of  our  cog- 
nitions. Between  two  sheep  an  ordinary  spec- 
tator can  probably  apprehend  no  difference,  and  if  they  were  twice 
presented  to  him,  he  would  be  unable  to  discriminate  the  one  from 
the  other.  But  a  shepherd  can  distinguish  every  individual  sheep ; 
and  why?  Because  he  has  descended  from  the  vague  knowledge 
which  we  all  have  of  sheep, — from  the  vague  knowledge  which 

l  See  above,  lect  xiil.  p.  168.  —  Ed. 
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« 
makes  every  sheep,  as  it  were,  only  a  repetition  of  the  same  undif- 
ferenced  unit, — to  a  definite  knowledge  of  qualities  by  which  each 
is  contrasted  from  its  neighbor.  Now,  in  this  example,  we  appre- 
hend the  sheep  by  marks  not  less  individual  than  those  by  which 
the  shepherd  discriminates  them ;  but  the  whole  of  each  sheep  being 
made  an  object,  the  marks  by  which  we  know  it  are  the  same  in 
each  and  all,  and  cannot,  therefore,  afford  the  principle  by  which 
we  can  discriminate  them  from  each  other.  Now  this  is  what 
appears  to  me  to  take  place  with  children.  They  first  know, — 
they  first  cognize,  the  things  and  persons  presented  to  them  as 
wholes.  But  wholes  of  the  same  kind,  if  we  do  not  descend  to 
their  parts,  afford  us  no  difference,  —  no  mark  by  which  we  can  dis- 
criminate the  one  from  the  other.  Children,  thus,  originally  per- 
ceiving similar  objects,  —  persons,  for  example,  —  only  as  wholes, 
do  at  first  hardly  distinguish  them.  They  apprehend  first  the  more 
obtrusive  marks  that  separate  species  from  species,  and,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  notorious  contrast,  of  dress,  men  from  women ;  but 
they  do  not  as  yet  recognize  the  finer  traits  that  discriminate  indi- 
vidual from  individual.  But,  though  thus  apprehending  individuals 
only  by  what  we  now  call  their  specific  or  their  generic  qualities,  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed  that  children  know  them  by  any  abstract 
general  attributes,  that  is,  by  attributes  formed  by  comparison  and 
attention.  On  the  other  hand,  because  their  knowledge  is  not  gen- 
eral, it  is  not  to  be  supposed  to  be  particular  or  individual,  if  by 
particular  be  meant  a  separation  of  species  from  species,  and  by 
individual  the  separation  of  individual  from  individual ;  for  children 
are  at  first  apt  to  confound  individuals  together,  not  only  in  name 
but  in  reality.  tt  A  child  who  has  been  taught  to  say  papa,  in  point- 
ing to  his  father,  will  give  at  first,  as  Locke  [and  Aristotle  before 
him]  had  remarked,  the  name  of  papa  to  all  the  men  whom  he 
sees.1  As  he  only  at  first  seizes  on  the  more  striking  appearances 
of  objects,  they  would  appear  to  him  all  similar,  and  he  denotes 
them  by  the  same  names.  But  when  it  has  been  pointed  out  to 
him  that  he  is  mistaken,  or  when  he  has  discovered  this  by  the  con- 
sequences of  his  language,  he  studies  to  discriminate  the  objects 
which  he  had  confounded,  and  he  takes  hold  of  their  differences. 
The  child  commences,  like  the  savage,  by  employing  only  isolated 
words  in  place  of  phrases ;  he  commences  by  taking  verbs  and  nouns 
only  in  their  absolute  state.  But  as  these  imperfect  attempts  at 
speech  express  at  once  many  and  very  different  things,  and  produce, 


l  Aristotle,  Hbys.  Awe.  i.  1.     Cf  Locke,     who  adduces  the  same  instance,  bat  not  quite 
Bmqr  on  tk*  Human  Undemanding,  Hi.  8,  7,     lor  the  same  purpose.  —Ed. 
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in  consequence,  manifold  ambiguities,  he  soon  discovers  the  necessity 
of  determining  them  with  greater  exactitude ;  he  endeavors  to  make 
it  understood  in  what  respects  the  thing  which  he  wishes  to  denote, 
is  distinguished  from  those  with  which  it  is  confounded ;  and,  to 
succeed  in  this  endeavor,  he  tries  to  distinguish  them  himself.  Thus 
when,  at  this  age,  the  child  seems  to  us  as  yet  unoccupied,  he  is  in 
reality  very  busy ;  he  is  devoted  to  a  study  which  differs  not  in  its 
nature  from  that  to  which  the  philosopher  applies  himself;  the  child, 
like  the  philosopher,  observes,  compares,  and  analyzes."1 

In  support  of  this  doctrine  I  can  appeal  to  high  authority ;  it  is 
that  maintained  by  Aristotle.  Speaking  of  the 
uined  b°Ariitotto.  o^r  of  procedure  in  physical  science,  he  says, 
u  We  ought  to  proceed  from  the  better  known 
to  the  less  known,  and  from  what  is  clearer  to  us  to  that  which 
is  clearer  in  nature.  But  those  things  are  first  known  and  clearer, 
which  are  more  complex  and  confused ;  for  it  is  only  by  subsequent 
analysis  that  we  attain  to  a  knowledge  of  the  parts  and  elements 
of  which  they  are  composed.  We  ought,  therefore,  to  proceed 
from  universale  to  singulars ;  for  the  whole  is  better  known  to  sense 
than  its  parts ;  and  the  universal  is  a  kind  of  whole,  as  the  universal 
comprehends  many  things  as  its  parts.  Thus  it  is  that  names  are 
at  first  better  known  to  us  than  definitions ;  for  the  name  denotes 
a  whole,  and  that  indeterminately ;  whereas  the  definition  divides 
and  explicates  its  parts.  Children,  like^se,  at  first  call  all  men 
fathers  and  all  women  mothers;  but  thereafter  they  learn  to  dis- 
criminate each  individual  from  another."  * 

The  subtle  Scaliger  teaches  the  same  doctrine;  and  he  states 
it  better  perhaps  than  any  other  philoso- 
pher : 

uTJniversalia  magis,  ac  prius  esse  nota  nobis.  Sic  enim  patres 
a  pueris  omnes  homines  appellari.  Quia  aequivocationibus  nomina 
communicantur  ab  ignaris  etiam  rebus  differentibus  definitione. 
Sic  enim  chirothecam  meam,  puerulus  quidam  manum  appella- 
bat.  An  ei  pro  chirothec®  specie  manus  species  sese  representa- 
bat?  Nequaquam.  Bed  judicium  aberat,  quod  distingueret 
differentias.  An  vero  summa  genera  nobis  notiora  ?  N6h.  Com- 
posita  enim  notiora  nobis.  Genera  vero  partes  sunt  specierum: 
quas  in  partes  ipsa  species  muita  resoivuntur  arte.  Itaque  eandem 
ob  rationem  ipsa  genera,  sub  notione  comprehensionis  et  pnedica- 
bilitatis,  sunt  notiora  quam  ipsa  species.  Cognoscitur  animal. 
Animalium  species  quot  ignorantur?     Sunt  enim  species  partes 

l  Degerando,  D-  &gnes,  i.  166.  Phi2oponua,Themi«tiiii,  Arerroes,  SimpHcfltf, 

l  J*y*.  Amu.  i.  1 — Ed.     [CC  In  fee.  at.     Purius,  ConimbrieenMS,  ToletJ 
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pnedioabiles,  Sio  totum  integrum  nobis  noting,  quam  partes  e 
quibas  constat.  Omne  igitur  quodcunque  sab  totius  notione  sese 
offert*  prius  cognoscitur,  quam  ejus  partes.  Sio  species  constitute, 
prius  quam  constituentia:  ut  equus,  prius  quam  animal  domabOe 
ad  trahendum,  et  vehendum.  Hoc  enim  postea  scimus  per  resolu- 
tionenx.  Sic  genus  pradicabiie,  prius  quam  sun  species.  Sio  to- 
tum integrum,  prius  quam  partes.  Contrarius  huio  ordo  Natune 
est."1 

1  De  8*btMtaU,  Ex.  ooorU. «  31.   [Cf.  Zaba-  turn**,  lib.  L  q.  1,  p.  1  (edit  1571).   Herbert, 

relit,  De  Orditu  iHtelUgendi,  o.  1.    {De  Rebus  Lehrimck  xur   P^ckologiey   $    194.      Crowe*, 

Ifaturatibu^p.  1048),  end  In  J**.  Arist.  I.  1,  Logique,  t  Ui.  p.  1,  §  ffl.  0.  tor.  p.  111.] 
text.  6.  Andrea  CBteJpinl,  Ptripautic*  Quo?*- 


LECTURE    XXXVII. 

THE  ELABORATIVE  FACULTY.  —  JUDGMENT  AND  REASONING. 

In  out  last  Lecture,  I  terminated  the  consideration  of  the  fac- 
ulty of  Comparison  in  its  process  of  Generali- 
Jadffment  and  Bea-      sation.     I  am  to-day  to  consider  it   in  those 

toning*  * 

of  its    operations,  which    have    obtained    the 
special  names  of  Judgment  and  Reasoning. 
In  these  processes  the  act  of  Comparison  is  a  judgment  of  some- 
thing more  than  a  mere  affirmation  of  the  ex- 
Acts  of  Comparison.  - 

istence  of  a  phenomenon,  —  something   more 

than  a  mere  discrimination  of  one  phenomenon  from   another; 
and,  accordingly,  while  it  has  happened,  that  the  intervention  of 
judgment  in  every,  even  the  simplest,  act  of  primary  cognition,  as 
monotonous  and  rapid,  has  been  overlooked,  the  name  has  been 
exclusively  limited  to  the  more  varied  and  elaborate  comparison 
of  one  notion  with  another,  and  the  enouncement  of  their  agree- 
ment or  disagreement.     It  is  in  the  discharge  of  this,  its  more 
obtrusive,  function,  that  we  are  now  about  to  consider  the  Elab- 
orative  Faculty. 
Considering  the  Eiaborative  Faculty  as  a  mean  of  discovering 
truth,  by  a  comparison  of  the  notions  we  have 
Judgment  and  Kea-      0^^  from  tne  Acquisitive  Powers,  it  is  evi- 

sonlng,  necessary  from         ,  ,  .  .      ,  .  ^   _       ,        .        .  .. 

the  limitation  of  the      <*ent  tnat»  though  this  faculty  be  the  attribute 
human  mind.  by  which  a  man  is  distinguished  as  a  creation 

higher  than  the  animals,  it  is  equally  the  quality 
which  marks  his  inferiority  to  superior  intelligences.  Judgment 
and  Reasoning  are  rendered  necessary  by  the  imperfection  of  our 
nature.  Were  we  capable  of  a  knowledge  of  things  and  their  rela- 
tions at  a  single  view,  by  an  intuitive  glance,  discursive  thought 
would  be  a  superfluous  act.  It  is  by  such  an  intuition  that  we 
must  suppose  that  the  Supreme  Intelligence  knows  all  things  at 
once. 

I  have  already  noticed  that  our  knowledge  does  not  commence 
with  the  individual  and  the  most  particular,  objects  of  knowledge, 
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—  that  we  do  not  rise  in  any  regular  progress  from  the  less  to 

the  more  general,  first  considering  the  qualities 
Our  knowledges-      wnich  characterize  individuals,  then  those  which 

menoes  with  the  vague        ,    ,  A  ,  .  , 

and  confused.  belong  to  species  and  genera,  in  regular  ascent. 

On  the  contrary,  our   knowledge  commences 

with  the  vague  and  confused,  in  the  way  which  Aristotle  has  so 

well  illustrated  in  the  passage  alleged  to  you.1    This  I  may  further 

explain  by  another  analogy.    We  perceive  an 

object  approaching  from  a  distance.     At  first 

we  do  not  know  whether  it  be  a  living  or  an  inanimate  thing.    By 

degrees  we  become  aware  that  it  is  an  animal,  but  of  what  kind, 

—  whether  man  or  beast, —  we  are  not  as  yet  able  to  determine. 
It  continues  to  advance,  we  discover  it  to  be  a  quadruped,  but  of 
what  species  we  cannot  yet  say.  At  length,  we  perceive  that  it  is 
a  horse,  and  again,  after  a  season,  we  find  that  it  is  Bucephalus. 
Thus,  as  I  formerly  observed,  children,  first  of  all,  take  note  of  the 
generic  differences,  and  they  can  distinguish  species  long  before 
they  are  able  to  discriminate  individuals.  In  all  this,  however,  I 
must  again  remark,  that  our  knowledge  does  not  properly  com- 
mence with  the  general,  but  with  the  vague  and  confused.  Out  of 
this  the  general  and  the  individual  are  both  equally  evolved. 

u  In  consequence  of  this  genealogy  of  our  knowledge  we  usually 
commence  by  bestowing  a  name  upon  a  whole 
Act  of  judgment,—      object,  or  congeries  of  objects,  of  which,  how- 
ever, we  possess  only  a  partial  and  indefinite  con- 
ception.   In  the  sequel,  this  vague  notion  becomes  somewhat  more 
determinate;   the  partial  idea  which  we  had  becomes  enlarged 
by  new  accessions ;  by  degrees,  our  conception  waxes  fuller,  and 
represents  a  greater  number  of  attributes.    With  this  conception, 
thus  amplified  and  improved,  we  compare  the  last  notion  which  has 
been  acquired,  that  is  to  say,  we  compare  a  part  with  its  whole, 
or  with  the  other  parts  of  this  whole,  and  finding  that  it  is  harmo- 
nious, —  that  it  dovetails  and  naturally  assorts  with  other  parts,  we 
acquiesce  in  this  union  ;  and  this  we  denominate  an  act  of  Judg- 
ment. 

aIn  learning  Arithmetic,  I  form  the  notion  of  the  number  six, 
as  surpassing  Jive  by  a  single  unit,  and  as  sur- 
passed in  the  same  proportion  by  seven.    Then 
I  find  that  it  can  be  divided  into  two  equal  halves,  of  which  each 
contains  three  units.    By  this  procedure,  the  notion  of  the  number 
six  becomes  more  complex ;  the  notion  of  an  even  number  is  one 

l  See  above,  p.  500.  —Ed. 
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of  its  parts.  Comparing  this  new  notion  with  that  of  the  number, 
six  becomes  fuller  by  its  addition.  I  recognize  that  the  two  no- 
tions suit,  —  in  other  words,  I  judge  that  eix  is  an  even  number. 
"  I  have  the  conception  of  a  triangle,  and  this  conception  is  com- 
posed in  my  mind  of  several  others.  Among  these  partial  notions, 
I  select  that  of  two  sides  greater  than  the  third,  and  this  notion, 
which  I  had  at  first,  as  it  were,  taken  apart,  I  reunite  with  the 
others  from  which  it  had  been  separated,  saying  the  triangle  con- 
tains always  two  sides,  which  together  are  greater  than  the  third. 

"When  I  say, body  is  divisible;  among  the  notions  which  con- 
cur in  forming  my  conception  of  body,  I  particularly  attend  to  that 
of  divisible,  and  finding  that  it  really  agrees  with  the  others,  I 
judge  accordingly  that  body  is  divisible. 

"  Every  time  we  judge,  we  compare  a  total  conception  with  a 

partial,  and  we  recognize  that  the  latter  really 

Co*j££  r**1"*-      constitutes  a  part  of  the  former.    One  of  these 

conceptions  has  received  the  name  of  subject, 

the.  other  that  of  attribute  or  predicate."  x    The  verb  which  connects 

these  two  parts  is  called  the  copula.     The  quadrangle  is  a  double 

triangle  ;  nine  is  an  odd  number;  body  is  divisible.   Here  quadrangle, 

nine,  body,  are  subjects ;  a  double  triangle,  an  odd  number,  divisible, 

are  predicates.     The  whole  mental  judgment, 

p      on"  formed  by  the  subject,  predicate,  and  copula,  is 

called,  when  enounced  in  words,  proposition. 

u  In  discourse,  the  parts  of  a  proposition  are  not  always  found 

placed  in  logical  order;  but  to  discover  and  dis- 

How  the  puts  of  •      criminate  them,  it  is  only  requisite  to  ask  — 

proposition  are  to  be 

discriminated.  What  is  the  thing  of  which  something  else  is 

affirmed  or  denied  ?  The  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion will  point  out  the  subject ;  and  we  shall  find  the  predicate 
if  we  inquire,  —  What  is  affirmed  or  denied  of  the  matter  of  which 
we  speak? 

"  A  proposition  is  sometimes  so  enounced  that  each  of  its  terms 
may  be  considered  as  subject  and  as  predicate.  Thus,  when  we 
say,  —  Death  is  the  wages  of  sin.;  we  may  regard  sin  as  the  subject 
of  which  we  predicate  death,  as  one  of  its  consequences,  and  we 
may  likewise  view  death  as  the  subject  of  which  we  predicate  sin, 
as  the  origin.  In  these  cases,  we  must  consider  the  general  tenor 
of  the  discourse,  and  determine  from  the  context  what  is  the  matter 
of  which  it  principally  treats." 

"In  fine,  when  we  judge  we  must  have,  in  the  first  place,  at  least 

1  Crousas,  [Isffeitf,  torn.  lit  part  11.  o.  1.  pp.  178, 181. —Ed.] 
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tw&  notions;  in  the  second  place,  we  compare  these;  in  the  third, 

we  recognize  that  the  one  contains  or  excludes 

oT^T  JudgmBAt **      the  other;  and,  in  the  fourth,  we  acquiesce  in 

this  recognition."1 

Simple  Comparison  or  Judgment  is  conversant  with  two  notions, 

the  one  of  which  is  contained  in  the  other.    But 

Reasoning,— 'What.  A  .  . 

it  often  happens  that  one  notion  is  contained  in 
another  not  immediately,  but  mediately,  and  we  may  be  able  to 
recognize  the  relation  of  these  to  each  other  only  through  a  third, 
Which,  as  it  immediately  contains  the  one,  is  immediately  contained 

in  the  other.     Take  the  notions,  A,  B,  C. — A 

contains  B ;  B  contains  C ;  —A,  therefore,  also 
contains  C.  But  as,  ex  hypothetic  we  do  not  at  once  and  directly 
know  G  as  contained  in  A,  we  cannot  immediately  compare  them 
together,  and  judge  of  their  relation.  We,  therefore,  perform  a 
double  or  complex  process  of  comparison ;  we  compare  B  with  A, 
and  C  with  B,  and  then  C  with  A,  through  B.  We  say  B  is  a  part 
of  A ;  .C  is  a  part  of  B ;  therefore,  C  is  a  part  of  A.  This  double 
act  of  comparison  has  obtained  the  name  of  Reasoning  ;  the  term 
Judgment  being  left  to  express  the  simple  act  of  comparison,  or 
rather  its  result. 

If  this  distinction  between  Judgment  and  Reasoning  were  merely 
a  verbal  difference  to  discriminate  the  simpler  and  more  complex 
act  of  comparison,  no  objection  could  be  raised  to  it  on  the  score 
of  propriety,  and  its  convenience  would  fully  warrant  its  establish- 
ment. But  this  distinction  has  not  always  been  meant  to  express 
nothing  more.  It  has,  in  fact,  been  generally  Supposed  to  mark  out 
two  distinct  faculties. 
Reasoning  is  either  from  the  whole  to  its  parts ;  or  from  all  the 

parts,  discretively,  to  the  whole  they  constitute, 
ih^totoetto**      collectively.    The  former  of  these  is  Deductive ; 

the  latter  is  Inductive  Reasoning.  The  state- 
ment you  will  find,  in  all  logical  books,  of  reasonings  from  certain 

parts  to  the  whole,  or  from  certain  parts  to  cer- 

Dedoetive  Reran-      tain  parts,  is  erroneous.    I  shall  first  speak  of  the 

ing,— h*  axiom.  Two      reasoning  from  the  whole  to  its  parts, — or  of  the 

pha*8    of  Deductive        Deductive  InferenCe. 
Seasoning,  determin-  . 

•d  by  two  kinds  of  *  »  "  u  self-evident,  that  whatever  is  the  part 

whole  and  parts.  of  a  pail,  is  a  part  of  the  whole.    This  one  ax- 

iom is  the  foundation  of  all  reasoning  from  the 
whole  to  the  parts.    There  are,  however,  two  kinds  of  whole  and 

1  Oronsaz,  [Logigut.  t  iii.  p.  II.  c  1.  pp.  181, 186.  —  Ed] 
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parts ;  and  these  constitute  two  varieties,  or  rather  two  phases,  of 
deductive  reasoning.  This  distinction,  which  is  of  the  most  impor- 
tant kind,  has  nevertheless  been  wholly  overlooked  by  logicians,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  utmost  perplexity  and  confusion  have 
been  introduced  into  the  science. 

I  have  formerly  stated  that  a  proposition  consists  of  two  terms, 
—  the  one  called  subject,  the  other  predicate; 

Sntyect  or  predicate  the  subject  being  that  of  which  some  attribute 
may    be   oonridered      ig  ^^  the  predict  beins  the  attribute  so  said. 

severally  as  whole  and        .*,..,.£•  ,     .  ,     , 

aapart.  Now,  in  different  relations,  we  may  regard  the 

subject  as  the  whole,  and  the  predicate  as  its 
part,  or  the  predicate  as  the  whole  and  the  subject  as  its  part. 
Let  us  take  the  proposition, — milk  is  white.    Now,  here  we  may 
either  consider  the  predicate  white  as  one  of  a 
number  of  attributes,  the  whole  complement  of 
which  constitutes  the  subject  milk.     In  this  point  of  view,  the 
predicate  is  a  part  of  the  subject.    Or,  again,  we  may  consider  the 
predicate  white  as  the  name  of  a  class  of  objects,  of  which  the  sub- 
ject is  one.     In  this  point  of  view,  the  subject  is  a  part  of  the 
predicate. 

You  will  remember  the  distinction,  which  I  formerly  stated,  of 
the  twofold  quantity  of  notions  or  terms.    The 
Comprehension.  Breadth  or  Extension  of  a  notion  or  term  corre- 

al* Ued  to  iteason^  sponds  to  the  greater  number  of  subjects  con- 
ing, tained  under  a  predicate ;  the  Depth,  Intension, 
or  Comprehension  of  a  notion  or  term,  to  the 
greater  number  of  predicates  contained  in  a  subject.  These  quan- 
tities or  wholes  are  always  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other.  Now, 
it  is  singular,  that  logicians  should  have  taken  this  distinction  be- 
tween notions,  and  yet  not  have  thought  of  applying  it  to  reasoning. 
But  so  it  is,  and  this  is  not  the  only  oversight  they  have  committed 
in  the  application  of  the  very  primary  principles  of  their  science. 
The  great  distinction  we  have  established  between  the  subject  and 
predicate  considered  severally,  as,  in  different  relations,  whole  and 
as  part,  constitutes  the  primary  and  principal  division  of  Syllogisms, 
both  Deductive  and  Inductive ;  and  its  introduction  wipes  off  a 
complex  mass  of  rules  and  qualifications,  which  the  want  of  it 
rendered  necessary.  I  can  of  course,  at  present,  only  explain  in 
general  the  nature  of  this  distinction ;  its  details  belong  to  the 
science  of  the  Laws  of  Thought,  or  Logic,  of  which  we  are  not  here 
to  treat*. 

I  shall  first  consider  the  process  of  that  Deductive  Inference  in 
which  the  subject  is  viewed  as  the  whole,  the  predicate  as  the  pan. 
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In  this  reasoning,  the  whole  is  determined  by  the  Comprehension,  and 

is,  again,  either  a  Physical  or  Essential  whole,  or 

l.  Deductive  Be*      an  Integral  or  Mathematical  whole.1    A  Phys- 

soniug  in  the  whole  of      ical  or  Essential  whole  is  that  which  consists  of 

Comprehension,  —  in  ,    . 

which  the  subject  is  not  really  separable  parts,  of  or  pertaining  to 
viewed  as  the  whole,  its  substance.  Thus,  man  is  made  up  of  two 
the  predicate  as  the      substantial  parts,  —  a  mind  and  a  body;  and 

^Ph^stoaTo^Ma^  each  of  these  has  a£ain  various  qualities,  which, 
ematicai.  though  separable  only  by  mental  abstraction, 

are  considered  as  so  many  parts  of  an  essential 
whole.  Thus  the  attributes  of  respiration,  of  digestion,  of  locomo- 
tion, of  color,  are  so  many  parts  of  the  whole  notion  we  have  of 
the  human  body;  cognition,  feeling,  desire,  virtue,  vice,  etc.,  so 
many  parts  of  the  whole  notion  we  have  of  the  human  mind ;  and 
all  these  together,  so  many  parts  of  the  whole  notion  we  have 
of  man.  A  Mathematical,  or  Integral,  or  Quantitative  whole,  is 
that  which  has  part  out  of  part,  and  which,  therefore,  can  be  really 
partitioned.  The  Integral  or,  as  it  ought  to  be  called,  Integrate 
whole  (totum  integration),  is  composed  of  integrant  parts  (partes 
integrantes),  which  are  either  homogeneous,  or  heterogeneous.  An 
example  of  the  former  is  given  in  the  division  of  a  square  into 
two  triangles ;  of  the  latter,  of  the  animal  body  into  head,  trunk, 
extremities,  etc. 

These  wholes  (and  there  are  others  of  less  importance  which  I 
omit)  are  varieties  of  that  whole  which  we  may  call  a  Comprehen- 
sive, or  Metaphysical ;  it  might  be  called  a  Natural  whole. 

This  being  understood,  let  us  consider  how  we  proceed  when 

we  reason  from  the  relation  between  a  compre- 

Ganon  of  Deductive      hensive  whole  and  its  parts.     Here,  as  I  have 

reasoning  in  the  whole        ^,   ^  subject  is  the  whole,  the  predicate  its 

of  comprehension.  '  •*  '  r 

part;  in  other  words,  the  predicate  belongs  to 
the  subject.  Now,  here  it  is  evident,  that  all  the  parts  of  the 
predicate  must  also  be  parts  of  the  subject ;  in  other  terms,  all  that 
belongs  to  the  predicate  must  also  belong  to  the  subject.  In  the 
words  of  the  scholastic  adage,  —  Nota  notes  est  nota  ret  ipsius/ 
JPredicatum  predicati  est  predicatum  subjecti.  An  example  of  this 
reasoning : 

Europe  contains  England; 

England  contains  Middlesex ; 

Therefore,  Europe  contains  Middlesex. 

1  See  Eugenios,  [Aoytiri),  c.  ir.  pp.  196,  stitut.  Logica,  1.  Lo,  xlv.  p.  62  el  uq.  edit 
208  (1746).— Ed.}     [Cf.    Burgendyok,   Jfc-     1000.] 
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In  other  words,  England  is  an  integrant  part  of  Europe ;  Middlesex 
is  an  integrant  part  of  England ;  therefore,  Middlesex  is  an  inte- 
grant part  of  Europe.  This  is  an  example  from  a  mathematical 
whole  and  parts.    Again : 

Socrates  is  just  (thai  is,  Socrates  contains  justice  as  a  quality) ; 

Justice  is  a  virtue  (that  is,  justice  contains  virtue  as  a  constituent 
part); 

Therefore,  Socrates  is  virtuous. 
In  other  words; — justice  is  an  attribute  or  essential  part  of  Socra- 
tes ;  virtue  is  an  attribute  or  essential  part  of  justice ;  therefore, 
virtue  is  an  attribute  or  essential  part  of  Socrates.    This  is  an 
example  from  a  physical  or  essential  whole  and  parts. 

What  I  have  now  said  will  be  enough  to  show,  in  general,  what 
I  mean  by  a  deductive  reasoning,  in  which  the  subject  is  the  whole, 
the  predicate  the  part. 

I  proceed,  in  the  second  place,  to  the  other  kind  of  Deductive 
Reasoning, —  that  in  which  the  subject  is  the 

2.  Deductive    Bsa>  .  •■•  •      .  «    .        m.  .  , 

.oning  m  the  whole  of  Part> tbe  predicate  is  the  whole.    This  reasoning 

Extension,— in  which  proceeds  under  that  species  of  whole  which  has 

tbe  object  is  viewed  been  called  the  Logical  or  Potential  or  Univer- 

» the  pert,  tbe  predi-  ^     Thig  whole  ^  determined  by  the  Extension 

oate  as  tbe  whole. 

of  a  notion;  the  genera  having  species,  and  the 

species  individuals,  as  their  parts.  Thus  animal  is  a  universal 
whole,  of  which  bird  and  beast,  are  immediate,  eagle  and  sparrow, 
dog  and  horse,  mediate,  parts ;  while  man,  which,  in  relation  to  ani- 
mal, is  a  part,  is  a  whole  in  relation  to  Peter,  Paul,  Socrates,  etc* 
The  parts  of  a  logical  or  universal  whole,  I  should  notice,  are  called 
the  subject  parts. 

From  what  you  now  know  of  the  nature  of  generalization,  you 
are  aware  that  general  terms  are  terms  expressive  of  attributes 
which  may  be  predicated  of  many  different  objects ;  and  inasmuch 
as  these  objects  resemble  each  other  in  the  common  attribute,  they 
are  considered  by  us  as  constituting  a  class.  Thus,  when  I  say,  that 
a  horse  is  a  quadruped ;  Bucephalus  is  a  horse ;  therefore,  Bucepha- 
lus is  a  quadruped; — I  virtually  say, — horse  the  subject  is  a  part 
of  the  predicate  quadruped,  Bucephalus  the  subject  is  part  of  the 
predicate  horse ;  therefore,  Bucephalus  the  subject,  is  part  of  the 
predicate  quadruped.  In  the  reasoning  under  this  whole,  you  will 
observe  that  the  same  word,  aa  it  is  whole  or  part,  changes  from 
predicate  to  subject ;  horse,  when  viewed  as  a  part  of  quadruped, 
being  the  subject  of  the  proposition ;  whereas  when  viewed  as  a 
whole,  containing  Bucephalus,  it  becomes  the  predicate. 

Such  is  a  general  view  of  the  process  of  Deductive  Reasoning, 


L*cr.  XXXVIL  METAPHYSICS.  509 

under  the  two  great  varieties  determined  by  the  two  different  kinds 
of  whole  and  parts.    I  now  proceed  to  the  conn- 

J^n^KcMOn,ng'      ter^process,— thatof  IndnctiveBeasoning.   The 
deductive  is  founded  on  the  axiom,  that  what  is 

part  of  the  part,  is  also  part  of  the  containing  whole ;  the  inductive 

on  the  principle,  that  what  is  true  of  every  constituent  part  belongs, 

or  does  not  belong,  to  the  constituted  whole. 
Induction,  like  deduction,  may  be  divided  into  two  kinds,  accord- 
ing as  the  whole  and  parts  about  which  it  is 
oftwo  kinds,  m  it      conversant,  are  a  Comprehensive  or  Physical  or 

^Md-   .    *w    e      Natural,  or   an  Extensive  or  Logical,  whole. 

of  Comprehension  or  .  °        * 

of  Extension.  Thus,  in  the  former : 

'Gold  is  a  metal,  -yellow,  ductile,  fusible  fat 
aqua  regiay  of  a  certain  specific  gravity,  and  so  on ; 

These  qualities  constitute  this  body  (are  all  its  parts) ; 

Therefore,  this  body  is  gold. 

In  the  latter;  —  Ox,  horse,  dog,  eta,  are  animals, — that  is,  are 
contained  under  the  class  animal ; 

Ox,  horse,  dog,  eta,  constitute  (are  all  the  constituents  of)  the 
class  quadruped; 

Therefore,  quadruped  is  contained  under  animal. 

Both  in  the  deductive  and  inductive  processes  the  inference  must 
be  of  an  absolute  necessity,  in  so  far  as  the  men- 

Dednotire  and  in-      taj  illation  is  concerned ;  that  is,  every  conse- 

duotire  illation  most  ,  ...  .  ,  i      i        ^     * 

^    m       ^  ,_  quent  proposition  must  be  evolved  out  of  every 

be  of  an  absolute  ne-        ^  f  ..  .....  ., 

o^dty.  antecedent  proposition  with  intuitive  evidence. 

I  do  not  mean  by  this,  that  the  antecedent 
should  be  necessarily  true,  or  that  the  consequent  be  really  contained 
in  it ;  it  is  sufficient  that  the  antecedent  be  assumed  as  true,  and  that 
the  consequent  be,  in  conformity  to  the  laws  of  thought,  evolved 
out  of  it  as  its  part  or  its  equation.  This  last  is  called  Logical  or 
Formal  or  Subjective  truth ;  and  an  inference  may  be  subjectively 
or  formally  true,  which  is  objectively  or  really  false. 

The  account  given  of  induction  in  all  works 
Account  of  indue-      of  j^c  ^  utter]y  erroneous.    Sometimes  we 

tion  by  Logicians,  er-  ?     .  ' 

roeons.  ™d  this  inference  described  as  a  precarious,  not 

a  necessary  reasoning.  It  is  called  an  illation 
from  some  to  all.  But  here  the  some,  as  it  neither  contains  nor 
constitutes  the  aU>  determines  no  necessary  movement,  and  a  con- 
clusion drawn  under  these  circumstances  is  logically  vicious.  Others 
again  describe  the  inductive'  process  thus : 

What  belongs  to  some  objects- of  a  class  .belongs  to  the  whole 
class; 
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This  property  belongs  to  some  objects  of  the  class ; 

Therefore,  it  belongs  to  the  whole  class. 

This  account  of  induction,  which  is  the  one  yon  will  find  in  all 
the  English  works  on  Logic,  is  not  an  inductive  reasoning  at  all- 
It  is,  logically  considered,  a  deductive  syllogism ;  and,  logically  con- 
sidered, a  syllogism  radically  vicious.  It  is  logically  vicious  to  say, 
that,  because  some  individuals  of  a  class  have  certain  common 
qualities  apart  from  that  property  which  constitutes  the  class  itself, 
therefore  the  whole  individuals  of  the  class  should  partake  in  these 
qualities.  For  this  there  is  no  logical  reason, — no  necessity  of 
thought.  The  probability  of  this  inference,  and  it  is  only  probable, 
is  founded  on  the  observation  of  the  analogy  of  nature,  and,  there- 
fore, not  upon  the  laws  of  thought,  by  which  alone  reasoning,  con- 
sidered as  a  logical  process,  is  exclusively  governed.  To  become  a 
formally  legitimate  induction,  the  objective  probability  must  be 
clothed  with  a  subjective  necessity,  and  the  some  must  be  translated 
into  the  all  which  it  is  supposed  to  represent. 

In  the  deductive  syllogism  we  proceed  by  analysis,  —  that  is,  by 
decomposing  a  whole  into  its  parts ;  but  as  the 

in  Extension  and  ^wo  wnoies  ^th  which  reasoning  is  conversant 
STSl*  ™  are  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other,  so  our 
corresponds  to  the  analysis  in  the  one  will  correspond  to  our  syn- 
synthesJs  of  the  other,  thesis  in  the  other.  For  example,  when  I  divide 
a  whole  of  extension  into  its  parts, — when  I 
divide  a  genus  into  the  species,  a  species  into  the  individuals,  it 
contains, — I  do  so  by  adding  new  differences,  and  thus  go  on  accu- 
mulating in  the  parts  a  complement  of  qualities  which  did  not 
belong  to  the  wholes.  This,  therefore,  which,  in  point  of  extension, 
is  an  analysis,  is,  in  point  of  comprehension,  a  synthesis.  In  like 
manner,  when  I  decompose  a  whole  of  comprehension,  that  is,  de- 
compose a  complex  predicate  into  its  constituent  attributes,  I  obtain 
by  this  process  a  simpler  and  more  general  quality,  and  thus  this, 
which,  in  relation  to  a  comprehensive  whole,  is  an  analysis,  is,  in 
relation  to  an  extensive  whole,  a  synthesis. 

As  the  deductive  inference  is  Analytic,  the  inductive  is  Syn- 
thetic But  as  induction,  equally  as  deduction,  is  conversant  with 
both  wholes,  so  the  Synthesis  of  induction  on  the  comprehensive 
whole  is  a  reversed  process  to  its  synthesis  on  the  extensive  whole. 
From  what  I  have  now  stated,  you  will,  there- 

coninsion  among      f       ^  aware  that  tne  t&rms  analysis  ana  synr 

philosophers  from  not  _ 

having  observed  this.      thesis,  when  used  without  qualification,  may  be 
employed,  at  cross  purposes,  to  denote  opera- 
tions precisely  the  converse  of  each  other.    And  so  it  has  happened. 
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Analysis,  in  the  month  of  one  set  of  philosophers,  means  precisely 
what  synthesis  denotes  in  the  mouth  of  another;  nay,  what  is  even 
Btill  more  frequent,  these  words  are  perpetually  converted  with  each 
other  by  the  same  philosopher.  I  may  notice,  what  has  rarely, 
if  ever,  been  remarked,  that  synthesis  in  the  writings  of  the  Greek 
logicians  is  equivalent  to  the  analysis  of  modern  philosophers :  the 
former,  regarding  the  extensive  whole  as  the  principal,  applied 
analysis,  tear  ^ox^v,  to  its  division;1  the  latter,  viewing  the  compre- 
hensive whole  as  the  principal,  in  general  limit  analysis  to  its 
decomposition.  This,  however,  has  been  overlooked,  and  a  con- 
fusion the  most  inextricable  prevails  in  regard  to  the  use  of  these 
words,  if  the  thread  to  the  labyrinth  is  not  obtained. 

lThtn  the  Flttonio  method  of  Division  1b     U  Post  Analyt.  1.  ii.  o.  xiL  t  70,  Opera  Ugica, 
called  Analytical.    8ee  Laertiua,  ii.  24.   Com-     p.  1190,  and  t.  81,  p.  1212.] 
pareDiaaMM0iM,p.l7S.—  Ed.  [CfcZabaxeUa, 


LECTURE    XXXVIII. 

THE  REGULATIVE  FACULTY. 

I  now  enter  upon  the  last  of  the  Cognitive  Faculties,— the 

faculty  which  I  denominated  the  Regulative. 

The  Regulative  f»o-      Here  the  term  faculty,  you  will  observe,  is 

**?"  „  _^     ..  employed  in  a  somewhat  peculiar  signification, 

Peculiarity  of  sense        -      ..  .  .         ,  *  ,, 

inwhtohOietennFao.  *or  lt  w  employed  not  to  denote  the  proximate 
uitj  is  here  employed,      cause  of  any  definite  energy,  but  the  power  the 

mind  has  of  being  the  native  source  of  certain 
necessary  or  a  priori  cognitions;  which  cognitions,  as  they  are  the 
conditions,  the  forms,  under  which  our  knowledge  in  general  is  pos- 
sible, constitute  so  many  fundamental  laws  of  intellectual  nature. 
It  is  in  this  sense  that  I  call  the  power  which  the  mind  possesses  of 
modifying  the  knowledge  it  receives,  in  conformity  to  its  proper 
nature,  its  Regulative  Faculty.  The  Regulative  Faculty  is,  how- 
ever, in  fact,  nothing  more  than  the  complement  of  such  laws,— 
it  is  the  locus  principiorum.    It  thus  corresponds  to  what  was 

known  in  the  Greek  philosophy  under  the  name 

Designations  of  the      of  ww,  when  that  term  was  rigorously  used.  To 

Regulative  Faculty.-      tn|g  faculty  has  been  latterly  applied  the  name 

Now,  Reason.  „  '   x    ..    A  ,  ,. 

Common  sense,— its      Jieason;  but  this  term  is  so  vague  and  ambigu- 
Tarious  meanings.  ous,  that  it  is  almost  unfitted  to  convey  any 

definite  meaning.  The  term  Common  Sense 
has  likewise  been  applied  to  designate  the  place  of  principles.  This 
word  is  also  ambiguous.  In  the  first  place,  it  was  the  expression 
used  in  the  Aristotelio  philosophy  to  denote  the  Central  or  Com- 
mon Sensory,  in  which  the  different  external  senses  met  and  were 
united.1  In  the  second  place,  it  was  employed  to  Bignify  a  sound 
understanding  applied  to  vulgar  objects,  in  contrast  to  a  scientific 
or  speculative  intelligence,  and  it  is  in  this  signification  that  it  has 
been  taken  by  those  who  have  derided  the  principle  on  which  the 
philosophy,  which  has  been  distinctively  denominated  the  Scottish, 

1  See  Be  Ammat  ifl.  2, 7.    Clmloc.dt.    Conimbrioenses,  pp.  878, 407  —Ed. 
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professes  to  be  established.     This  is  not,  however,  the  meaning 

which  has  always  or  even  principally  been  attached  to  it ;  and  an 

incomparably  stronger  case  might  be  made  out  in  defence  of  this 

expression  than  has  been  done  by  Reid,  or  even 

Authorities  for  the      Dy  Mr.  Stewart.    It  is  in  fact  a  term  of  high 

OM  of  the  term  Com-  ,  ,  A     .  _-- 

mon  sense  as  equina-      "tiqnity,  and  very  general  acceptation.     We 
lent  to  NoO j.  find  it  in  Cicero,1  in  several  passages  not  hith- 

erto observed.  It  is  found  in  the  meaning  in 
question  in  Phadrus,'  and  not  in  the  signification  of  community  of 
sentiment,  which  it  expresses  in  Horace8  and  JuvenaL4  "Natura," 
says  Tertullian,5  speaking  of  the  universal  consent  of  mankind  to 
the  immortality  of  the  soul,  —  u£Tatura  pleraque  suggeruntur  quasi 
de  publico  sensu,  quo  animam  Deus  dotare  dignatus  est."  And 
in  the  same  meaning  the  term  Senates  Communis  is  employed  by 
St.  Augustin.6  In  modern  times  it  is  to  be  found  in  the  philosophi- 
cal writings  of  every  country  of  Europe.  In  Latin  it  is  used  by 
the  German  Melanchthon,7  Victorinus,8  Eeckermannus,9  Christian 
Thomasius,10  Leibnitz,11  Wolf,18  and  the  Dutch  De  Raei,M— by  the 
Gallo-Portuguese  Antonius  Goveanus,14  the  Spanish  Nunnesius,18 
the  Italian  Genovesi,18  and  Vico,1*  and  by  the  Scottish  Aber- 
cromby;18  in  French  by  Balzac,\*  Chanet,"  Pascal,81  Malebranche,* 
Bouhcurs,  Barbeyrac;88  in  English  by  Sir  Thomas  Browne,84  To- 
land,8*  Charleton.88  These  are  only  a  few  of  the  testimonies  I  could 
adduce  in  support  of  the  term  Common  Sense  for  the  faculty  in 
question ;  in  fact,  so  far  as  use  and  wont  may  be  allowed  to  weigh, 
there  is  perhaps  no  philosophical  expression  in  support  of  which 
a  more  numerous  array  of  authorities  may  be  alleged.    The  expres- 


1  See  Rett's  Works,  p.  774. —Ed.  14  See  ReicTs  Works,  p.  779. 

2L.i.  £7 — Ed.  U  Ibid. —  Ed. 

8  Sat.  i.  8,  66.    Bat  see  Rsid?s  Works,  p.  774.        l«  Ibid.,  p  790.— Ed. 
—Ed.  '        v  Ibid.—  Ed. 

4  Sot.  vlil.  73.— Ep.  18  Bid.,  p.  786.  —  Ed. 

5  See  RsidPs  Works,  p.  776.— Ed.  19  Ibid.,  p.  782.— Ed. 
«  JMef.,p.778  — Ed.  »  Ibid.— Ed. 

7  Ibid.,  p.  778.— Ed.  &  Ibid.,  p.  788.— Ed. 

8  [Victoiini  Strigelil,  Jfypomnsmota  m  Dim-        S2  Ibid.,  p.  784.  —  Ed. 

led.    MelanchtAonis,  pp.  798, 1040,  ed.  1566.]  23  Des  Droits  de  la  Puissance  Sow«rahu%  Re- 

*  See  RsuPs  Works,  p.  780. — Ed.  eueH  ds  Diseours,  t.  i.  pp.  88, 87.    A  translation 

io  Ibid.,  p.  786.  —  Ed.  from  the  Latin  of  Noodt,  in  which  mens  sana 

U  See  Reid*s  Works,  p.  786.— Ed.  and  sensus  communis  are  both  rendered  by  U 

IS  Ibid.,  p.  790.  —  Ed.  sens  eommun.  —  Ed. 
18  See  Oavis  FkOosopkia  NatmraUs  AristotsUeo-        M  See  Rod's  Works,  p.  782. —Ed. 
Cartesiana,  Dissert,  i.  De  Cognitions  Vulgari  et        »  Ibid.,  p.  746.  —  Ed. 
fkOosopkiea,  p.  7.    "  Communis  ftcultas  om-        *  Charleton  uses  the  term  in  its  Aristote- 

njnm  homtaura."    Dissert,  tt.    De  Pratogni-  Han  aignlfleatlon,  as  denoting  the  oentral  or 

lis  m  Gmere,  H  ir.  t.  pp.  84, 86.    "  Communes  eommon  sensory  and  its  function.    See  his 

Notiones ; "  $  *.  p.  41.    (<  Communis  Sensus."  Immortality  of  the  Human  Soul  demonstrated  by 

—ED.  the  light  of  Nature  (1657),  pp.  92, 98, 158. — ED. 
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sion,  however,  is  certainly  exceptionable,  and  it  can  only  claim 
toleration  in  the  absence  of  a  better. 

I  may  notice  that  Pascal  and  Hemsterhnis1  hare  applied  Intui- 
tion and  Sentiment  in  this  sense;  and  Jacobi'  originally  employed 
Olaube  {Belief  or  Faith),  in  the  same  way,  though  he  latterly 
superseded  this  expression  by  that  of  Vernunft  (Reason). 

Were  it  allowed  in  metaphysical  philosophy,  as  in  physical,  to 
discriminate  scientific  differences  by  scientific 
•tic  —  howto  be'em-  terms,  I  would  employ  the  word  noetic,  as  de- 
ployed, rived  from  vofc,  to  express  all  those  cognitions 
Nomenoimtureofthe      that  originate  in  the  mind  itself  dianoetic  to 

S^eFwulV116        den0te  the  °Perati0nS  °f  the  M"""^  Elab°- 

rative,  or  Comparative  Faculty.  So  much  for 
the  nomenclature  of  the  faculty  itself. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  cognitions  themselves,  of  which  it  is 
the  source,  have  obtained  various  appellations.  They  have  been 
denominated  kowol  wpoA^cis,  jrowu  hnrouu,  ^wrucaL  frvouu,  wpumu 
hrvoiaLy  wpwra  vorffxara;  natures  judicia,  judicia  communions  homu 
num  sensibus  infixes  notiones  or  notitice  connotes  or  innatce,  semina 
scientice,  semina  omnium  cognitionum,  semina  mternitatis,  zopyra 
giving  sparks) ,  prcecognit a  necessaries  antidpationes  /  first  princi- 
ples, common  anticipations,  principles  of  common  sense,  self-evident 
or  intuitive  truths,  primitive  notions,  native  notions,  innate  cog- 
nitions, natural  knowledges  (cognitions),  fundamental  reason*, 
metaphysical  or  transcendental  truths,  ultimate  or  elemental  laws 
of  thought,  primary  or  fundamental  laws  of  human  belief,  or  pri- 
mary laws  of  human  reason,  pure  or  transcendental  or  a  priori 
cognitions,  categories  of  thought,  natural  beliefs,  rational  instincts, 
etc.,  etc,8 
The  history  of  opinions  touching  the  acceptation,  or  rejection,  of 

such  native  notions,  is,  in  a  manner,  the  history 
importance  of  the  dig-  0f  philosophy:  for  as  the  one  alternative,  or  the 
adve^UdouT*  kn<mi*  otner>  is  adopted  in  this  question,  the  character 
edge.  of  a  system  is  determined.    At  present  I  con* 

tent  myself  with  stating  that,  though  from  the 
earliest  period  of  philosophy,  the  doctrine  was  always  common,  if 
not  always  predominant,  that  our  knowledge  originated,  in  part 
at  least,  in  the  mind,  yet  it  was  only  at  a  very  recent  date  that  the 
criterion  was  explicitly  enounced,  by  which  the  native  may  be  dis- 
criminated from  the  adventitious  elements  of  knowledge.  Without 
touching  on  some  ambiguous  expressions  in  more  ancient  philoso* 

1  8ee  ReuPs  Work*,  p.  792.  —  Ed.  *  See  Reuft  Works,  note  A,  \  ▼.  p.  756  •*  wf. 

«  JWJ,p.  70S.— Ed.  —Ed. 
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phers,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  character  of  universality  and 
necessity,  as  the    quality  by  which    the  two 

Criterion  of  neoas-  classes  of  knowledge  are  distinguished,  was  first 
sity  fin*  enounced  by      explicitly  proclaimed  by  Leibnitz.     It  is  true, 

Partially  anticipated  indeed,  that,  previously  to  him,  Descartes  all 
by  Doearte*  but  enounced  it.    In  the  notes  of  Descartes  on 

the  Programma  of  1647  (which  you  will  find 
under  Letter  XCIX.  of  the  First  Part  of  his  EpistolcB)^  in  arguing 
against  the  author  who  would  derive  all  our  knowledge  from  obser- 
vation or  tradition,  he  has  the  following  sentence:  "I  wish  that  our 
author  would  inform  me  what  is  that  corporeal  motion  which  is 
able  to  form  in  our  intellect  any  common  notion, — for  example, 
things  that  are  equal  to  the  same  thing  are  equal  to  each  other, 
or  any  other  of  the  same  kind  ;  for  all  those  motions  are  particular, 
but  these  notions  are  universal,  having  no  affinity  with  motions,  and 
holding  no  relation  to  them."  Now,  had  he  only  added  the  term 
necessary  to  universal,  he  would  have  completely  anticipated  Leib- 
nitz. I  have  already  frequently  had  occasion  incidentally  to  notice, 
thai  we  should  carefully  distinguish  between  those  notions  or 
cognitions  which  are  primitive  facts,  and  those  notions  or  cognitions 
which  are  generalized  or  derivative  facts.  The  former  are  given  us ; 
they  are  not*  indeed,  obtrusive,  —  they  are  not  even  cognizable  of 
themselves.  They  lie  hid  in  the  profundities  of  the  mind,  until 
drawn  from  their  obscurity  by  the  mental  activity  itself  employed 
upon  the  materials  of  experience.  Hence  it  is,  that  our  knowledge 
has  its  commencement  in  sense,  external  or  internal,  but  its  origin 
in  intellect.  a  Cognitio  omnis  a  sensibus  exordium,  a  mente  origi- 
nem  habet  primum,"1  The  latter,  the  derivative  cognitions,  are  of 
our  own  fabrication ;  we  form  them  after  certain  rules ;  they  are  the 
tardy  result  of  Perception  and  Memory,  of  Attention,  Reflection, 
Abstraction.  The  primitive  cognitions,  on  the  contrary,  seem  to 
leap  ready  armed  from  the  womb  of  reason,  like  Pallas  from  the 
head  of  Jupiter;  sometimes  the  mind  places  them  at  the  commence- 
ment of  its  operations,  in  order  to  have  a  point  of  support  and 
a  fixed  basis,  without  which  the  operations  would  be  impossible; 
sometimes  they  form,  in  a  certain  sort,  the  crowning,  —  the  consum- 
mation, of  all  the  intellectual  operations.  The  derivative  or  gener- 
alized notions  are  an  artifice  of  intellect,  —  an  ingenious  mean  of 
giving  order  and  compactness  to  the  materials  of  our  knowledge. 
The  primitive  and  general  notions  are  the  root  of  all  principles,  — 
the  foundation  of  the  whole  edifice  of  human  science.  Bat  how 
different  soever  be  the  two  classes  of  our  cognitions,  and  however 

'  l  Seeabove,  lect.  xxi.  p.  286.— Ed. 
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distinctly  separated  they  may  be  by  the  circumstance, — that  we 
cannot  bat  think  the  one,  and  can  easily  annihilate  the  other  in 
thought, — this  discriminative  quality  was  not  explicitly  signalized 
till  done  by  Leibnitz.     The  older  philosophers  are  at  best  unde- 
veloped.   Descartes  made  the  first  step  towards  a  more  perspicuous 
and  definite  discrimination.  He  frequently  enounces  that  our  primi- 
tive notions  (besides  being  clear  and  distinct)  are  universal.    But 
this  universality  is  only  a  derived  circumstance ; —  a  notion  is 
universal  (meaning  thereby  that  a  notion  is  common  to  all  man- 
kind), because  it  is  necessary  to  the  thinking  mind,  —  because  the 
mind  cannot  but  think  it.    Spinoza,  in  one  pas- 
7  P  n     '         sage  of  his  treatise  De  Mnendatione  TnteUectus* 
says:  u The  ideas  which  we  form  clear  and  distinct,  appear  so  to 
follow  from  the  sole  necessity  of  our  nature,  that  they  seem  abso- 
lutely to  depend  from  our  sole  power  [of  thought] ;  the  confused 
ideas  on  the  contrary,"  etc    This  is  anything  but  explicit ;  and,  as 
I  said,  Leibnitz  is  the  first  by  whom  the  criterion  of  necessity, — of 
the  impossibility  not  to  think  so  and  so,  —  was  established  as  a  dis- 
criminative type  of  our  native  notions,  in  contrast  to  those  which 
we  educe  from  experience,  and  build  up  through  generalization. 
The  enouncement  of  this  criterion  was,  in  fact,  a  great  discovery 
in  the  science  of  mind ;  and  the  fact  that  a  truth 
The  enouncement  of      so  manifest,  when  once  proclaimed,  could  have 
this  criterion,  a  great      lain  go  j         unnoticed  by  philosophers,  may 

step  in  the  science  of  T     ,       .  ,  ,  ,.  .         M 

nind  warrant  us  in  hoping  that  other  discoveries  of 

equal  importance  may  still  be  awaiting  the 
advent  of  another  Leibnitz.  Leibnitz  has,  in  several  parts  of  his 
works,  laid  down  the  distinction  in  question ;  and,  what  is  curious, 
almost  always  in  relation  to  Locke.  In  the  fifth  volume  of  his 
works  by  Dutens,8  in  an  Epistle  to  Bierling  of  1710,  he  says, 
(I  translate  from  the  Latin) : — u  In  Locke  there  are  some  particu- 
lars not  ill  expounded,  but  upon  the  whole  he 
qn  has  wandered  far  from  the  gate,8  nor  has  he 

understood  the  nature  of  the  intellect  (nature  mentis).  Had  he 
sufficiently  considered  the  difference  between  necessary  truths  or 
those  apprehended  by  demonstration,  and  those  which  become 
known  to  us  by  induction  alone, — he  would  have  seen  that  those 
which  are  necessary,  could  only  be  approved  to  us  by  principles 
native  to  the  mind  (menti  insitis) ;  seeing  that  the  senses  indeed 
inform  us  what  may  take  place,  but  not  what  necessarily  takes 
place.    Locke  has  not  observed,  that  the  notions  of  being,  of  sub- 

1  Opera  Postkmia,  p.  891.  8  This  refers  to  Aristotle's  MetapAyncs  [A 

l  P.  868.  minor,  o.  !.—&>.] 
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stance,  of  one  and  the  same,  of  the  true,  of  the  good,  and  many 
others,  are  innate  to  oar  mind,  because  our  mind  is  innate  to  itself 
and  finds  all  these  in  its  own  furniture.  It  is  true,  indeed,  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  intellect  which  was  not  previously  in  the  sense,— 
except  the  intellect  itself."  He  makes  a  similar  observation  in 
reference  to  Locke,  in  Letter  XI.,  to  his  friend  Mr.  Burnet  of  Kem- 
nay.1  And  in  his  Nbuveaux  Estate  (a  detailed  refutation  of 
Locke's  Essay,  and  not  contained  in  the  collected  edition  of  his 
works  by  Dutens),  he  repeatedly  enforces  the  same  doctrine.    In  one 

place  he  says,2 — "Hence  there  arises  another 
uoted  D  ^      question,  viz. :      Are  all  truths  dependent  on 

experience,  that  is  to  say,  on  induction  and  ex- 
amples? Or  are  there  some  which  have  another  foundation  ?  For 
if  some  events  can  be  foreseen  before  all  trial  has  been  made,  it  is 
manifest  that  we  contribute  something  on  our  part.  The  senses, 
although  necessary  for  all  our  actual  cognitions,  are  not,  however, 
competent  to  afford  us  all  that  cognitions  involve ;  for  the  senses 
never  give  us  more  than  examples,  that  is  to  say,  particular  or  indi- 
vidual truths.  Now  all  the  examples,  which  confirm  a  general 
truth,  how  numerous  soever  they  may  be,  are  insufficient  to  estab- 
lish the  universal  necessity  of  this  same  truth ;  for  it  does  not  fol- 
low, that  what  has  happened  will  happen  always  in  like  manner. 
For  example:  the  Greeks  and  Romans  and  other  nations  have 
always  observed  that  during  the  course  of  twenty-four  hours,  day 
is  changed  into  night,  and  night  into  day.  But  we  should  be  wrong, 
were  we  to  believe  that  the  same  rule  holds  everywhere,  as  the 
contrary  has  been  observed  during  a  residence  in  Nova  Zerabla. 
And  he  again  would  deceive  himself  who  should  believe  that,  in 
our  latitudes  at  least,  this  was  a  truth  necessary  and  eternal ;  for  we 
ought  to  consider,  that  the  earth  and  the  sun  themselves  have  no 
necessary  existence,  and  that  there  will  perhaps  a  time  arrive  when 
this  fair  star  will,  with  its  whole  system,  have  no  longer  a  place  in 
creation,  —  at  least  under  its  present  form.  Hence  it  appears,  that 
the  necessary  truths,  such  as  we  find  them  in  Pure  Mathematics, 
and  particularly  in  Arithmetic  and  Geometry,  behoove  to  have  prin- 
ciples the  proof  of  which  does  not  depend  upon  examples,  and, 
consequently,  not  on  the  evidence  of  sense ;  howbeit,  that  without 
the  senses,  we  should  never  have  found  occasion  to  call  them  into 
consciousness.  This  is  what  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish  accurately, 
and  it  is  what  Euclid  has  so  well  understood,  in  demonstrating  by 
reason  what  is  sufficiently  apparent  by  experience  and  sensible 

l  Opera,  toI.  ▼!.  p.  974  (edit.  Dntem).  2  Avant-propoe,  p.  5  (edit  Baspe). 
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images.  Logic,  likewise,  with  Metaphysics  and  Morals,  the  one  of 
which  constitutes  Natural  Theology,  the  other  Natural  Jurispru- 
dence, are  full  of  such  truths ;  and,  consequently,  their  proof  can 
only  be  derived  from  internal  principles,  which  we  call  innate.  It 
is  true,  that  we  ought  not  to  imagine  that  we  can  read  in  the  soul, 
these  eternal  laws  of  reason,  ad  aperturam  Hbri,  as  we  can  read  the 
edict  of  the  Praetor  without  trouble  or  research ;  but  it  is  enough, 
that  we  can  discover  them  in  ourselves  by  dint  of  attention,  when 
the  occasions  are  presented  to  us  by  the  senses.  The  success  of  the 
observation  serves  to  confirm  reason,  in  the  same  way  as  proofs  serve 
in  Arithmetic  to  obviate  erroneous  calculations,  when  the  computa- 
tion is  long.  It  is  hereby,  also,  that  the  cognitions  of  men  differ 
from  those  of  beasts.  The  beasts  are  purely  empirical,  and  only 
regulate  themselves  by  examples ;  for  as  far  as  we  can  judge,  they 
never  attain  to  the  formation  of  necessary  judgments,  whereas,  men 
are  capable  of  demonstrative  sciences,  and  herein  the  faculty  which 
brutes  possess  of  drawing  inferences  is  inferior  to  the  reason  which 
is  in  men."  And,  after  some  other  observations,  he  proceeds: 
Perhaps  our  able  author"  (he  refers  to  Locke)  "will  not  be  wholly 
alien  from  my  opinion.  For  after  having  employed  the  whole  of 
his  first  book  to  refute  innate  cognitions,  taken  in  a  certain  sense, 
he,  however,  avows  at  the  commencement  of  the  second  and  after- 
wards, that  ideas  which  have  not  their  origin  in  Sensation,  come 
from  Reflection.  Now  reflection  is  nothing  else  than  an  attention 
to  what  is  in  use,  and  the  senses  do  not  inform  us  of  what  we  already 
carry  with  us.  This  being  the  case,  can  it  be  denied  that  there  is 
much  that  is  innate  in  our  mind,  seeing  that  we  are  as  it  were 
innate  to  ourselves,  and  that  there  are  in  us  existence,  unity,  sub- 
stance, duration,  change,  action,  perception,  pleasure,  and  a  thousand 
other  objects  of  our  intellectual  notions  ?  These  same  objects  being 
immediate,  and  always  present  to  our  understanding  (although  they 
are  not  always  perceived  by  reason  of  our  distractions  and  our 
wants),  why  should  it  be  a  matter  of  wonder,  if  we  say  that  these 
ideas  are  innate  in  us,  with  all  that  is  dependent  on  them  ?  In 
illustration  of  this,  let  me  make  use  likewise  of  the  simile  of  a  block 
of  marble  which  has  veins,  rather  than  of  a  block  of  marble  wholly 
uniform,  or  of  blank  tablets,  that  is  to  say,  what  is  called  a  tabula 
rasa  by  philosophers ;  for  if  the  mind  resembled  these  blank  tablets, 
truths  would  be  in  us,  as  the  figure  of  Hercules  is  in  a  piece  of  mar- 
ble, when  the  marble  is  altogether  indifferent  to  the  reception  of 
this  figure  or  of  any  other.  But  if  we  suppose  that  there  are  veins 
in  the  stone,  which  would  mark  out  the  figure  of  Hercules  by 
preference  to  other  figures,  this  stone  would  be  more  determined 
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thereunto,  and  Hercules  would  exist  there,  innately  in  a  certain 
sort ;  although  it  would  require  labor  to  discover  the  veins,  and  to 
clear  them  by  polishing  and  the  removal  of  all  that  prevents  their 
manifestation.  It  is  thus  that  ideas  and  truths  are  innate  in  us ; 
like  our  inclinations,  dispositions,  natural  habitudes  or  virtualities, 
and  not  as  actions;  although  these  virtualities  be  always  accom- 
panied by  some  corresponding  actions,  frequently  however  unper- 
ceived. 

"It  seems  that  our  able  author  [Locke]  maintains,  that  there  is 
nothing  virtual  in  us,  and  even  nothing  of  which  we  are  [not} 
always  actually  conscious.  But  this  cannot  be  strictly  intended, 
for  in  that  case  his  opinion  would  be  paradoxical,  since  even  our 
acquired  habits  and  the  stores  of  our  memory  are  not  always  in 
actual  consciousness,  nay,  do  not  always  come  to  our  aid  when 
wanted ;  while  again,  we  often  call  them  to  mind  on  any  trifling 
occasion  which  suggests  them  to  our  remembrance,  like  as  it  only 
requires  us  to  be  given  the  commencement  of  a  song  to  help  us  to 
the  recollection  of  the  rest.  He,  therefore,  limits  his  thesis  in  other 
places,  saying  that  there  is  at  least  nothing  in  us  which  we  have 
not,  at  some  time  or  other,  acquired  by  experience  and  perception." 
And  in  another  remarkable  passage,1  Leibnitz  says,  "The  mind  is 
not  only  capable  of  knowing  pure  and  necessary  truths,  but  likewise 
of  discovering  them  in  itself;  and  if  it  possessed  only  the  simple 
capacity  of  receiving  cognitions,  or  the  passive  power  of  knowledge, 
as  indetermined  as  that  of  the  wax  to  receive  figures,  or  a  blank 
tablet  to  receive  letters,  it  would  not  be  the  source  of  necessary 
truths,  as  I  am  about  to  demonstrate  that  it  is :  for  it  is  incontest- 
able, that  the  senses  could  not  suffice  to  make  their  necessity  appar- 
ent, and  that  the  intellect  has,  therefore,  a  disposition,  as  well  active 
as  passive,  to  draw  them  from  its  own  bosom,  although  the  senses 
be  requisite  to  furnish  the  occasion,  and  the  attention  to  determine 
it  upon  some  in  preference  to  others.  You  see,  therefore,  these  very 
able  philosophers,  who  are  of  a  different  opinion,  have  not  sufficiently 
reflected  on  the  consequence  of  the  difference  that  subsists  between 
necessary  or  eternal  truths  and  the  truths  of  experience,  as  I  have 
already  observed,  and  as  all  our  contestation  shows.  The  original 
proof  of  necessary  truths  comes  from  the  intellect  alone,  while  other 
truths  are  derived  from  experience  or  the  observations  of  sense. 
Our  mind  is  competent  to  both  kinds  of  knowledge,  but  it  is  itself 
the  source  of  the  former;  and  how  great  soever  maybe  the  number 
of  particular  experiences  in  support  of  a  universal  truth,  we  should 
never  be  able  to  assure  ourselves  forever  of  its  universality  by  induc- 

1  Nouvmux  Essais,  p.  86  (edit.  lUape).    [L.  1.  J  5.  —  Ed.] 
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tion,  unless  we  knew  its  necessity  by  reason The 

senses  may  register,  justify,  and  confirm  these  truths,  but  not  dem- 
onstrate their  infallibility  and  eternal  certainty" 

And  in  speaking  of  the  faculty  of  such  truths,  he  says :  tf  It  is  not 
a  naked  faculty,  which  consists  in  the  mere  possibility  of  under- 
standing them ;  it  is  a  disposition,  an  aptitude,  a  preformation,  which 
determines  our  mind  to  elicit,  and  which  causes  that  they  can  be 
elicited ;  precisely  as  there  is  a  difference  between  the  figures  which 
are  bestowed  indifferently  on  stone  or  marble,  and  those  which  veins 
mark  out  or  are  disposed  to  mark  out,  if  the  sculptor  avail  himself 
of  the  indications."1  I  have  quoted  these  passages  from  Leibnitz, 
not  only  for  their  own  great  importance,  as  the  first  full  and  explicit 
enouncement,  and  certainly  not  the  least  able  illustrations,  of  one 
of  the  most  momentous  principles  in  philosophy ;  but,  likewise, 
because  the  Nbuveaux  JEbwm,  from  which  they  are  principally 
extracted,  though  of  all  others  the  most  important  psychological 
work  of  Leibnitz,  was  wholly  unknown,  not  only  to  the  other  phi- 
losophers of  this  country,  but  even  to  Mr.  Stewart,  prior  to  the  last 
years  of  his  life.2 

We  have  thus  seen  that  Leibnitz  was  the  first  philosopher  who 
explicitly  established  the  quality  of  necessity  as 

Reid  discriminated  the  criterion  of  distinction  between  empirical 
native  from  *dventi-      ^a  a  ^0^  cognitions.    I  may,  however,  re- 

to7«m7Wdiff^n2  mark9  what  "  creditable  to  Dr;  RfW*  sagacity, 
independently  of  Leib-  that  he  founded  the  same  discrimination  on  the 
nltfc*  same  difference:   and  I  am  disposed  to  think, 

that  he  did  this  without  being  aware  of  his  coin- 
cidence with  Leibnitz ;  for  he  does  not  seem  to  have  studied  the 
system  of  that  philosopher  in  his  own  works ;  and  it  was  not  till 
Kant  had  shown  the  importance  of  the  criterion,  by  its  application 
in  his  hands,  that  the  attention  of  the  learned  was  called  to  the 
scattered  notices  of  it  in  the  writings  of  Leibnitz.  In  speaking  of 
the  principle  of  causality, Dr.  Reid  says:  "We  are  next  to  consider 
whether  we  may  not  learn  this  truth  from  experience,  —  That  effects 
which  have  all  the  marks  and  tokens  of  design,  must  proceed  from 
a  designing  cause." 

.    « I  apprehend  that  we  cannot  learn  this  truth 

Beid  quoted.  • 

from  experience,  for  two  reasons. 
uJFHrst9  Because  it  is  a  necessary  truth,  not  a  contingent  one.    It 

1  Now).  Euaisy  1.  i.  $  11.    See  above,  lect  edition  of  the  works  of  Leibnitz  by  Dutens. 

xxix  p.  404.  —Ed.  In  oonsequenoe  of  its  republication  in  Lstfr* 

8  The  reason  of  this  was,  that  it  was  not  nitzix  Opera  Philosophic^  by  Erdmann,  it  is 

published  till  long  after  the  death  of  its  an-  now  easily  procured, 
thor,  and  it  is  not  included  in  the  collected 
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agrees  with  the  experience  of  mankind  since  the  beginning  of  the 
world,  that  the  area  of  a  triangle  is  equal  to  half  the  rectangle  under 
its  base  and  perpendicular.  It  agrees  no  less  with  experience,  that 
the  sun  rises  in  the  east  and  sets  in  the  west.  So  far  as  experience 
goes,  these  truths  are  upon  an  equal  footing.  But  every  man  per- 
ceives this  distinction  between  them,  —  that  the  first  is  a  necessary 
truth,  and  that  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  not  be  true ;  but  the 
last  is  not  necessary,  but  contingent,  depending  upon  the  will  of 
Him  who  made  the  world.  As  we  cannot  learn  from  experience 
that  twice  three  must  necessarily  make  six,  so  neither  can  we  learn 
from  experience  that.certain^effeots  must  proceed  from  a  designing 
and  intelligent  cause.  ^Experience  informs  us  only  of  what  has 
been,  but  never  of  what  must  be."1 

And  in  speaking  of  our  belief  in  the  principle  that  an  effect  man- 
ifesting design  must  have  had  an  intelligent  cause,  he  says,  —  "It 
has  been  thought,  that,  although  this  principle  does  not  admit  of 
proof  from  abstract  reasoning,  it  may  be  proved  from  experience, 
and  may  be  justly  drawn  by  induction,  from  instances  that  fall  within 
our  observation. 

a  I  conoeive  this  method  of  proof  will  leave  us  in  great  uncer- 
tainty, for  these  three  reasons : 

1st,  Because  the  proposition  to  be  proved  is  not  a  contingent  but 
a  necessary  proposition.  It  is  not  that  things  which  begin  to  exist 
commonly  have  a  cause,  or  even  that  they  always  in  fact  have  a 
cause ;  but  that  they  must  have  a  cause,  and  cannot  begin  to  exist 
without  a  cause. 

"  Propositions  of  this  kind,  from  their  nature,  are  incapable  of 
proof  by  induction.  Experience  informs  us  only  of  what  is  or  has 
been,  not  of  what  must  be  ;  and  the  conclusion  must  be  of  the  same 
nature  with  the  premises. 

a  For  this  reason,  no  mathematical  proposition  can  be  proved  by 
induction.  Though  it  should  be  found  by  experience  in  a  thousand 
cases,  that  the  area  of  a  plain  triangle  is  equal  to  the  rectangle  under 
the  altitude  and  half  the  base,  this  would  not  prove  that  it  must  be 
so  in  all  cases,  and  cannot  be  otherwise ;  which  is  what  the  mathe- 
matician affirms. 

"In  like  manner,  though  we  had  the  most  ample  experimental 
proo£  that  things  which  had  begun  to  exist  had  a  cause,  this  would 
not  prove  that  they  must  have  a  cause.  Experience  may  show  us 
what  is  the  established  course  of  nature,  but  can  never  show  what 
connections  of  things  are  in  their  nature  necessary. 


1  Int.  Powers,  Easay  vi.  chap.  vi.     CoU.  Works,  p.  468. 
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2<%,  General  maxims,  grounded  on  experience,  have  only  a  de- 
gree of  probability  proportioned  to  the  extent  of  our  experience, 
and  ought  always  to  be  understood  so  as  to  leave  room  for  excep- 
tions, if  future  experience  shall  discover  any  such. 

u  The  law  of  gravitation  has  as  full  a  proof  from  experience  and 
induction  as  any  principle  can  be  supposed  to  have.  Yet,  if  any 
philosopher  should,  by  clear  experiment,  show  that  there  is  a  kind 
of  matter  in  some  bodies  which  does  not  gravitate,  the  law  of  grav- 
itation ought  to  be  limited  by  that  exception. 

u  Now,  it  is  evident  that  men  have  never  considered  the  principle 
of  the  necessity  of  causes,  as  a  truth  of  this  kind  which  may  admit 
of  limitation  or  exception ;  and  therefore  it  has  not  been  received 
upon  this  kind  of  evidence. 

"  3e%,  I  do  not  see  that  experience  could  satisfy  us  that  every 
change  in  nature  actually  has  a  cause. 

"  In  the  far  greatest  part  of  the  changes  in  nature  that  fall  within 
our  observation,  the  causes  are  unknown ;  and,  therefore,  from  expe- 
rience, we  cannot  know  whether  they  have  causes  or  not 

"  Causation  is  not  an  object  of  sense.  The  only  experience  we 
can  have  of  it,  is  in  the  consciousness  we  have  of  exerting  some 
power  in  ordering  our  thoughts  and  actions.  But  this  experi- 
ence is  surely  too  narrow  a  foundation  for  a  general  conclusion, 
that  all  things  that  have  had  or  shall  have  a  beginning,  must  have 
a  cause. 

"  For  these  reasons,  this  principle  cannot  be  drawn  from  experi- 
ence, any  more  than  from  abstract  reasoning."1 

It  ought,  however  to  be  noticed  that  Mr.  Hume's  acuteness  had 

arrived  at  the  same  conclusion.     "As  to  past 

Hume  arrived  at  the      experience^  he  observes,  « it  can  be  allowed 

same  ooncluaion.  r  . 

to  give  direct  and  certain  information  of  those 
precise  objects  only,  and  that  precise  period  of  time,  which  fell  under 
its  cognizance ;  but  why  this  experience  should  be  extended  to  future 
times  and  to  other  objects, — this  is  the  main  question  on  which  I 
would  insist."* 

The  philosopher,  however,  who  has  best  known  how  to  turn  the 
criterion  to  account,  is  Kant ;  and  the  general  success  with  which 
he  has  applied  it,  must  be  admitted  even  by  those  who  demur  to 
many  of  the  particular  conclusions  which  his  philosophy  would 
establish. 

1  ItitefeefvaJ  Powers,  Essay  vl.  chap.  vi.   CoB.  2  Inquiry  concerning  the  Human  Understand* 

Works,  pp.  466, 466.    Held  has  several  other  t«f ,  $  iv.    PkOosopkieal  Works,  vol.  It.  p.  42.  — 

passages  to  the  same  effect  In  the  same  chapter  Ed  . 
of  this  Essay. 
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But  though  it  be  now  generally  acknowledged,  by  tbe  profoundest 

thinkers,  that  it  is  impossible  to  analyze  all  our 

Philosophers  dirid-      knowledge  into  the  produce  of  experience,  ex- 

ed  in  regard  to  what      ternal  or  internal,  and  that  a  certain  complement 

S^°Uuito^      of  cognitions  must  be  allowed  as  having  their 

and  what  a»  modifies-      origin  in  the  nature  of  the  thinking  principle 

tioiu  of  the  ultimate.       itself;  they  are  not  at  one  in  regard  to  those 

which  ought  to  be  recognized  as  ultimate  and 

elemental,  and  those  which  ought  to  be  regarded  as  modifications 

or  combinations  of  these.    Keid  and  Stewart, 

Held  and  Stewart       (the  former  in  particular),  have  been  considered 

have  been  censured      ^  too  ea8V  -m  their  admission  of  primary  laws ; 

for  their  too  easy  ad-  ,  .  A  ,        ..  ,    -     .     - 

mission  of  first  prfn-  anc* 2t  mU8t  De  allowed  that  the  censure,  in  some 
cipies.  instances,  is  not  altogether  unmerited.     But  it 

ought  to  be  recollected,  that  those  who  thus 
agree  in  reprehension  are  not  in  unison  in  regard  to  the  grounds  of 
censure ;  and  they  wholly  forget  that  our  Scottish  philosophers  made 
no  pretension  to  a  final  analysis  of  the  primary  laws  of  human  rea- 
son, —  that  they  thought  it  enough  to  classify  a  certain  number  of 
cognitions  as  native  to  the  mind,  leaving  it  to  their  successors  to 

resolve  these  into  simpler  elements.  "  The  most 
vi^teaSon^  *  ""*      general  phenomena,"  says  Dr.  Reid,1  «  we  can 

reach,  are  what  we  call  Laws  of  Nature.  So 
that  the  laws  of  nature  are  nothing  else  but  the  most  general  facts 
relating  to  the  operations  of  nature,  which  include  a  great  many 
particular  facts  under  them.  And  if,  in  any  case,  we  should  give  the 
name  of  a  law  of  nature  to  a  general  phenomenon,  which  human 
industry  shall  afterwards  trace  to  one  more  general,  there  is  no  great 
harm  done.  The  most  general  assumes  the  name  of  a  law  of  nature 
when  it  is  discovered ;  and  the  less  general  is  contained  and  com- 
prehended in  it."  In  another  part  of  his  work,  he  has  introduced 
the  same  remark.  "The  labyrinth  may  be  too  intricate,  and  the 
thread  too  fine,  to  be  traced  through  all  its  windings;  but,  if  we 
stop  where  we  can  trace  it  no  farther,  and  secure  the  ground  we 
have  gained,  there  is  no  harm  done;  a  quicker  eye  may  in  time 
trace  it  farther."*    The  same  view  has  been  likewise  well  stated  by 

Mr.  Stewart.8  "In  all  the  other  sciences,  the 
the^e  effect0*8*1  *°      prog1"688  °f  discovery  has  been  gradual,  from  the 

less  general  to  the  more  general  laws  of  nature ; 
and  it  would  be  singular  indeed,  if,  in  this  science,  which  but  a  few 

1  Inquiry i  chap.  vi.  $  18,  Works,  p.  168. —Ed.         8  Philosophical  Essays  Frel.  Die*,  c.  i.  Work*. 
S  Inquiry  into  the  Human  Mind,  c.  i.  $  3.     vol.  v.  p  18.    Cf.  EUments,  vol.  i.  c.  v.  p.  2,  § 
Works,  p.  90.  —  Ed.  4.     Works,  vol .  ii.  pp.  842,  848.  —  Ed. 
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years  ago  was  confessedly  in  its  infancy,  and  which  certainly  labors 
under  many  disadvantages  peculiar  to  itself  a  step  should  all  at 
once  be  made  to  a  single  principle,  comprehending  all  the  particular 
phenomena  which  we  know.  As  the  order  established  in  the  intel- 
lectual world  seems  to  be  regulated  by  laws  analogous  to  those 
which  we  trace  among  the  phenomena  of  the  material  system ;  and 
as  in  all  our  philosophical  inquiries  (to  whatever  subject  they  may 
relate)  the  progress  of  the  mind  is  liable  to  be  affected  by  the  same 
tendency  to  a  premature  generalization,  the  following  extract  from 
an  eminent  chemical  writer  may  contribute  to  illustrate  the  scope 
and  to  confirm  the  justness  of  some  of  the  foregoing  reflections. 
*  Within  the  last  fifteen  or  twenty  years,  several  new  metals  and 
new  earths  have  been  made  known  to  the  world.  The  names  that 
support  these  discoveries  are  respectable,  and  the  experiments  de- 
cisive. If  we  do  not  give  our  assent  to  them,  no  single  proposition 
in  chemistry  can  for  a  moment  stand.  But  whether  all  these  are 
really  simple  substances,  or  compounds  not  yet  resolved  into  their 
elements,  is  what  the  authors  themselves  cannot  possibly  assert; 
nor  would  it,  in  the  least,  diminish  the  merit  of  their  observations, 
if  future  experiments  should  prove  them  to  have  been  mistaken,  as 
to  the  simplicity  of  these  substances.  This  remark  should  not  be 
confined  to  Inter  discoveries ;  it  may  as  justly  be  applied  to  those 
earths  and  metals  with  which  we  have  been  long  acquainted.9  ( In 
the  dark  ages  of  chemistry,  the  object  was  to  rival  nature ;  and  the 
substance  which  the  adepts  of  those  days  were  busied  to  create,  was 
universally  allowed  to  be  simple.  In  a  more  enlightened  period,  we 
have  extended  our  inquiries  and  multiplied  the  number  of  the 
elements.  The  last  task  will  be  to  simplify ;  and  by  a  closer  obser- 
vation of  nature,  to  learn  from  what  a  small  store  of  primitive 
materials,  all  that  we  behold  and  wonder  at  was  created.' " 

That  the  list  of  the  primary  elements  of  human  reason,  which  our 

two  philosophers  have  given,  has  no  pretence  to 

That  Reid  and  stew-      or&er .  and  that  the  principles  which  its  contains 

art  oiler  no  systematic  *  x 

deduction  of  the  pri-  are  not  systematically  deduced  by  any  ambitious 
mary  elements  of  ha-  process  of  metaphysical  ingenuity,  is  no  valid 
man  reason,  is  no  valid  gr0und  of  disparagement.  In  fact,  which  of  the 
Im  their  Jabors.P*r**"  vaunted  classifications  of  these  primitive  truths 
can  stand  the  test  of  criticism  ?  The  most  cele- 
brated, and  by  far  the  most  ingenious,  of  these, — the  scheme  of 
Kant, — though  the  truth  of  its  details  may  be  admitted,  is  no 
longer  regarded  as  affording  either  a  necessary  deduction  or  a 
natural  arrangement  of  our  native  cognitions ;  and  the  reduction  of 
these  to  system  still  remains  a  problem  to  be  resolved. 
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In  point  of  fact,  philosophers  have  not  yet  purified  the  antecedent 

conditions  of  the  problem, — have  not  yet  estab- 

Phflosophew  have      u^ed  the  principles  on  which  its  solution  ought 

not  yet  established  the  ,         ,  *      ,    »  -r  ,  i         i T  . 

prineipie  on  which  our  to  *>e  undertaken.  And  here  I  would  solicit 
ultimate  cognitions  your  attention  to  a  circumstance,  which  shows 
are  to  be  classified,      how  fa  philosophers  are  still  removed  from  the 

and  reduced  to  system.  *  *     .  ,     .  .  _ 

prospect  of  an  ultimate  decision.  It  is  agreed, 
that  the  quality  of  necessity  is  that  which  discriminates  a  native 
from  an  adventitious  element  of  knowledge.  When  we  find,  there- 
fore, a  cognition  which  contains  this  discriminative  quality,  we  are 
entitled  to  lay  it  down  as  one  which  could  not  have  been  obtained 
as  a  generalization  from  experience.  This  I  admit.  But  when 
philosophers  lay  it  down  not  only  as  native  to  the  mind,  but  as  a 
positive  and  immediate  datum  of  an  intellectual  power,  I  demur. 

It  is  evident  that  the  quality  of  necessity  in  a 
Pos^T^Ne*1^  cognition  may  depend  on  two  different  and 
as  it  results  from  a  opposite  principles,  inasmuch  as  it  may  either 
power,  or  from  a  pow-  be  the  result  of  a  power,  or  of  a  powerlessness, 
eriessnessofmind.  of  the  thinking  principle.    In  the  one  case,  it 

The  first  order  of  will  be  a  Positive,  in  the  other  a  Negative, 
Necessity,— the  Posi-      necessity.    Let  us  take  examples  of  these  oppo- 

tive,- illustrated,    by  J  r  .rr 

the  act  of  Perception.        8lte  ca8es*      *n  an   ac*  °*  perceptive  COnSClOUS- 

ness,  I  think,  and  cannot  but  think,  that  I  and 
that  something  different  from  me  exist,  —  in  other  words,  that  my 
perception,  as  a  modification  of  the  ego,  exists,  and  that  the  object 
of  my  perception,  as  a  modification  of  the  non-ego,  exists.  In  these 
circumstances,  I  pronounce  Existence  to  be  a  native  cognition, 
because  I  find  that  I  cannot  think  except  under  the  condition  of 
thinking  all  that  I  am  conscious  of  to  exist.  Existence  is  thus  a 
form,  a  category  of  thought.  But  here,  though  I  cannot  but  think 
existence,  I  am  conscious  of  this  thought  as  an  act  of  power,  —  an 
act  of  intellectual  force.  It  is  the  result  of  strength,  and  not  of 
weakness. 
In  like  manner,  when  I  think  2X^  =  4,  the  thought,  though 

inevitable,  is  not  felt  as  an  imbecility ;  we  know 
example  *     m  it  as  true,  and,  in  the  perception  of  the  truth, 

though  the  act  be  necessary,  the  mind  is  con- 
scious that  the  necessity  does  not  arise  from  impotence.  On  the 
contrary,  we  attribute  the  same  necessity  to  God.  Here,  therefore, 
there  is  a  class  of  natural  cognitions,  which  we  may  properly  view 
as  so  many  positive  exertions  of  the  mental  vigor,  and  the  cognitions 
of  this  class  we  consider  as  Positive.  To  this  class  will  belong  the 
notion  of  Existence  and  its  modifications,  the  principles  of  Identity, 
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and  Contradiction,  and  Excluded  Middle,  the  intuitions  of  Space 

and  Time,  etc. 

But  besides  these,  there  are  other  necessary  forms  of  thought, 

which,  by  all  philosophers,  have  been  regarded 

Tbe  second  order  of      gg  standing  precisely  on  the  same  footing,  which 

^'"^^      to  me  seem  to  be  of  a  totally  different  kind.    In 

tive.   Thla  not  recog-  .  / 

niaed  by  phiioBopben.  place  of  being  the  result  of  a  power,  the  neces- 
sity which  belongs  to  them  is  merely  a  conse- 
quence of  the  impotence  of  our  faculties.  But  if  this  be  the  case, 
nothing  could  be  more  unphllosophical  than  to  arrogate  to  these 
negative  inabilities,  the  dignity  of  positive  energies.  Every  rule  of 
philosophizing  would  be  violated.  The  law  of  Parcimony  pre- 
scribes, that  principles  are  not  to  be  multiplied  without  necessity, 
and  that  an  hypothetical  force  be  not  postulated  to  explain  a  phe- 
nomenon which  can  be  better  accounted  for  by  an  admitted  impo- 
tence. The  phenomenon  of  a  heavy  body  rising  from  the  earth, 
may  warrant  us  in  the  assumption  of  a  special  power ;  but  it  would 
surely  be  absurd  to  devise  a  special  power  (that  is,  a  power  besides 
gravitation)  to  explain  the  phenomenon  of  its  descent. 

Now,  that  the  imbecility  of  the  human  mind  constitutes  a  great 
negative  principle,  to  which  sundry  of  the  most 

Illustrated.  •  _*      *       u  *   •    *  ii-  u 

important  phenomena  of  intelligence  may  be 

referred,  appears  to  me  incontestable ;  and  though  the  discussion  is 

one  somewhat  abstract,  I  shall  endeavor  to  give  you  an  insight  into 

the  nature  and  application  of  this  principle. 

I  begin  by  the  statement  of  certain  principles,  to  which  it  is 

necessary  in  the  sequel  to  refer. 
Principles  referred  The  highest  of  all  logical  laws,  in  other  words 

tointheditcuMioD.         the  8Upreme  law  of  thought,  is  what  is  called 
1.  The  Law  of  Non-      the  principle  of  Contradiction,  or  more  correctly 
Contradiction.  the  principle  of  Ngn-Contradiction. 1    It  is  this ; 

A  thing  cannot  be  and  not  be  at  the  same  time, 
—  Alpha  est.  Alpha  non  est>  are  propositions  which  cannot  both  be 
true  at  once.  A  second  fundamental  law  of  thought,  or  rather  the 
principle  of  Contradiction  viewed  in  a  certain 
eluded  Middle  °  **"  asp^  is  called  the  principle  of  Excluded  Mid- 
dle, or,  more  fully,  the  principle  of  Excluded 
Middle  between  two  Contradictories.  A  thing  either  is  or  it  is  not, 
— Aut  est  Alpha  ant  non  est;  there  is  no  medium;  one  must  be 
true,  both  cannot.  These  principles  require,  indeed  admit  o£  no 
proof    They  prove  everything,  but  are  proved  by  nothing.    When 

1  See  Appendix,  II.  —Ed. 
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I,  therefore,  have  occasion  to  speak  of  these  laws  by  name,  you  will 
know  to  what  principle  I  refer. 

Now,  then,  I  lay  it  down  as  a  law  which,  though  not  generalized 
by  philosophers,  can  be  easily  proved  to  be  tine 

Grand  law  of  by  its  application  to  the  phenomena :  That  all 
thought,— That    the      #&&  is  conceivable  in  thought,  lies  between  two 

conceivable     lies    be-  .  .  _.  „         .         _ 

tween  two  contndie-  extremes,  whieh,  as  contradictory  of  each  other, 
tory  extreme*.  cannot  both  be  true,  but  of  which,  as  mutual 

contradictories,  one  must.  For  example,  we 
conceive  space,  —  we  cannot  but  conceive  space.  I  admit,  therefore, 
that  Space,  indefinitely,  is  a  positive  and  necessary  form  of  thought. 

But  when  philosophers  convert  the  fact,  that  we 
Established  and  ii.      cannot  but  think  space,  or,  to  express  it  differ- 

IT^-io^rt  miL*  that  we  m  unable  t0  hnli&^e  anything 
Maximum.      '  out  of  space,—- when  philosophers,  I  say,  convert 

this  fact  with  the  assertion,  that  we  have  a  no- 
tion,—  a  positive  notion,  of  absolute  or  of  infinite  space,  they  assume, 
not  only  what  is  not  contained  in  the  phenomenon,  nay,  they  assume 
what  is  the  very  reverse  of  what  the  phenomenon  manifests.    It  is 

plain,  that  space  must  either  be  bounded  or  not 
or8ntrbtuhnd?dOU1,ded      bounded.    These  are  contradictory  alternatives; 

on  the  principle  of  Contradiction,  they  cannot 
both  be  true,  and,  on  the  principle  of  Excluded  Middle,  one  must 
be  true*  This  cannot  be  denied,  without  denying  the  primary  laws 
of  intelligence.  But  though  space  must  be  admitted  to  be  neces- 
sarily either  finite  or  infinite,  we  are  able  to  conceive  the  possibility 
neither  of  its  finitude,  nor  of  its  infinity. 
We  are  altogether  unable  to  conceive  space  as  bounded, — as  finite ; 

that  is,  as  a  whole  beyond  which  there  is  no  fur- 
Spaoe  as  absolutely      tlier  gpace#    Every  one  is  conscious  that  this  is 

bounded     lnconcelva-        .  *     _         _  _.  t         _  .  .    ' 

bIe  impossible.    It  contradicts  also  the  supposition 

of  space  as  a  necessary  notion ;  for  if  we  could 
imagine  space  as  a  terminated  sphere,  and  that  sphere  not  itself 
enclosed  in  a  surrounding  space,  we  should  not  be  obliged  to  think 
everything  in  space ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  if  we  did  imagine  this  ter- 
minated sphere  as  itself  in  space,  in  that  case  we  should  not  have 
actually  conceived  all  space  as  a  bounded  whole.  The  one  contradic- 
tory is  thus  found  inconceivable ;  we  cannot  conceive  space  as  posi- 
tively limited. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  equally  powerless  to  realize  in  thought 
the  possibility  of  the  opposite  contradictory ;  we  cannot  conceive 
space. as  infinite,  as  without  limits.  You  may  launch  out  in  thought 
beyond  the  solar  walk,  you  may  transcend  in  fancy  even  the  universe 
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of  matter,  and  rise  from  sphere  to  sphere  in  the  region  of  empty 

space,  until  imagination  sinks  exhausted ;  —  with 

space  aa  infinitely      M  this  what  have  you  doneo    You  have  never 

unbounded  inconoeiv-  ,  .    .  ,  , 

able  gone  beyond  the  unite,  you  have  attained  at  best 

only  to  the  indefinite,  and  the  indefinite,  how- 
ever expanded,  is  still  always  the  finite.    As  Pascal  energetically 
says,  "  Inflate  our  conceptions  as  we  may,  with  all  the  finite  possible 
we  cannot  make  one  atom  of  the  infinite."1    "The  infinite  is  infin- 
itely incomprehensible." s    Now,  then,  both  oon- 
Thongh  both  time      tradiotories  are  equally  inconceivable,  and  could 

contradictory  alterna-        we  Kinjt  our  attention  ^  one  alone,  we  should 
tives  are   inoonceira-  .  .  .  -,     *         ■»  i 

We  one  or  other  is  yet  deem  it  at  once  impossible  and  absurd,  and  sup- 
pose its  unknown  opposite  as  necessarily  true. 
But  as  we  not  only  can,  but  are  constrained  to 
consider  both,  we  find  that  both  are  equally  incomprehensible ;  and 
yet,  though  unable  to  view  either  as  possible,  we  are  forced  by  a 
higher  law  to  admit  that  one,  but  one  only,  is  necessary. 

That  the  conceivable  lies  always  between  two  inconceivable 
extremes,  is  illustrated  by  every  other  relation 

Space,  2°,  a.  a  Hini,        of  thought      We  have  found  the  maximum  cf 
mum. 

space  incomprehensible,  can  we  comprehend  its 
minimum?    This  is  equally  impossible.    Here,  likewise,  we  recoil 
from  one  inconceivable  contradictory  only  to  infringe  upon  another. 
Let  us  take  a  portion  of  space  however  small,  we  can  never  con- 
ceive it  as  the  smallest.    It  is  necessarily  ex- 
An  absolute  mini-      tended,  and  may,  consequently,  be  divided  into 

^^""dWribmS!      a  half  or  <luarters>  and  each  of  these  halves  °* 
alike  inconceivable.         quarters  may  again  be  divided  into  other  halves 
or  quarters,  and  this  ad  infinitum.    But  if  we 
are  unable  to  construe  to  our  mind  the  possibility  of  an  absolute 
minimum  of  space,  we  can  as  little  represent  to  ourselves  the  possi- 
bility of  an  infinite  divisibility  of  any  extended  entity. 
In  like  manner  Time;  —  this  is  a  notion  even  more  universal 
than  space,  for  while  we  exempt  from  occupying 

'Farther  illustration  e   ^  energieg  0f  mfo^  we   j^  unable   to 

by  reference  to  Time;  .  ,  rm 

—i°  as  a  Maximum.        conceive  these  as  not  occupying  time.    Thus, 

we  think  everything,  mental  and  material,  as 

in  time,  and  out  of  time  we  can  think  nothing.    But,  if  we  attempt 

to  comprehend  time,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  we  find  that  thought 

l  Jtnu&s,  Premiere  Partfe,  art.  It.  1,  (vol.  ii.  des  atomes,  an  prix  de  la  realite  des  ohoses." 

p.  64  Faugere.)   Pascal's  words  are :  — ' '  Nous  —  Ed. 

arons  bean  enfler  nos  conceptions  an  deli  des  *  Ibid,  Sec.  Part.,  art.  iii.  1.  —Ki>.  % 
espaoes  imaginable*;  nons  m'enfanton*  q«e 
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is  hedged  in  between  two  incoraprehenaibles.  Let  us  try  the  Whole. 

And  here  let  us  look  back,  —  let  us  consider  time  a  parte  ante. 

And  here  we  may  surely  flatter  ourselves  that 

i  Time,  a  parte  a*ut      we  gnajj  fee  able  to  conceive  time,  as  a  whole, 

inconceivable.  *      *°r  nere  we  nave  tne  P*8*  period  bounded  by 

the  present;  the  past  cannot,  therefore,  be 
.infinite  or  eternal,  for  a  bounded  infinite  is  a  contradiction.  But 
we  shall  deceive  ourselves.  We  are  altogether  unable  to  conceive 
time  as  commencing;  we  can  easily  represent  to  ourselves  time 
under  any  relative  limitation  of  commencement  and  termination, 
but  we  are  conscious  to  ourselves  of  nothing  more  clearly,  than  that 
it  would  be  equally  possible  to  think  without  thought,  as  to  con- 
strue to  the  mind  an  absolute  commencement,  or  an  absorote  termi- 
nation, of  time,  that  is,  a  beginning  and  an  end  beyond  which,  time 
is  conceived  as  non-existent.  Goad  imagination  to  the  utmost,  it 
Btill  sinks  paralyzed  within  the  bounds  of  time,  and  time  survives 
as  the  condition  of  the  thought  itself  in  which  we  annihilate  the 
universe.     On  the  other  hand,  the  concept  of 

2.  Time,  as  an  infinite  t  tjme  M  witnout  lim^  _  withoUt  CODimence- 

regress,  inconceivable.        r  ,  ___. 

ment,  is  equally  impossible.    We  cannot  conr 
peive  the  infinite  regress  of  time ;  for  such  a  notion  could  only  be 
realized  by  the  infinite  addition  in  thought  of  finite  times,  and  such 
an  addition  would  itself  require  an  eternity  for  its  accomplishment. 
If  we  dream  of  effecting  this,  we  only  deceive  ourselves  by  substi- 
tuting the  indefinite  for  the  infinite,  than  which  no  two  notions  can 
be  more  opposed.      The  negation  of  a  commencement  of  time 
involves,  likewise,  the  affirmation,  that  an  infinite  time  has,  at  every 
moment,  already  run ;  that  is,  it  implies  the  contradiction,  that  an 
infinite  has   been  completed.      For  the  same 
8.  Time,  as  an  infl-      reasons,  we  are  unable  to  conceive  an  infinite 
riMbU*™**'     C°n"      progress  of  time ;  while  the  infinite  regress  and 
the  infinite  progress  taken  together,  involve  the 
triple  contradiction  of  an  infinite  concluded,  of  an  infinite  com- 
mencing, and  of  two  infinities,  not  exclusive  of  each  other. 

Now  take  the  parts  of  time,  —  a  moment,  for 
Time,  2*,  as  a  Mmi-      instance ;  this  we  must  conceive,  as  either  divisi- 

TL  2LTZS   ble  *  i"*** or  **  * i8  made  up  of  certain 

We  to  infinity,  or  com-  .  absolutely  smallest  parts.  One  or  other  of  these 
posed  of  certain  abeo-  contradictories  must  be  the  case.  But  each  is, 
inteiy  smaiiest  parts.      to        equany  inconceivable.    Time  is  a  proten- 

Botta  alternatiTes  in-  .  ^     .  ,  A,  L     *  u 

conceivable.  81ve  quantity,  and,  consequently,  any  part  ot  it, 

however  small,  cannot,  without  a  contradiction, 

be   imagined    as   not   divisible   into   parts,  and  these  parts  into 

67 
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others  ad  infinitum.  But  the  opposite  alternative  is  equally  impos- 
sible; we  cannot  think  this  infinite  division.  One  is  necessarily 
true ;  but  neither  can  be  conceived  possible.  It  is  on  the  inability 
of  the  mind  .to  conceive  either  the  ultimate  indivisibility,  or  the  end- 
less divisibility  of  space  and  time,  that  the  arguments  of  the  Eleatic 
Zeno  against  the  possibility  of  motion  are  founded,  —  arguments 
which  at  least  show,  that  motion,  however  certain  as  a  fact,  cannot 
be  conceived  possible,  as  it  involves  a  contradiction. 
The  same  principle  could  be  shown  in  various  other  relations, 

but  what  I  have  now  said  is,  I  presume,  sufii- 
This  grand  principle  cient  to  make  you  understand  its  import.  Now 
called  the  i«w  of  the  tne  jav  of  mind,  that  the  conceivable  is  in  every 
° neconnter  opinion  relati°n  bounded  by  the  inconceivable,  I  call  the 
founded  on  vagueness  Law  of  the  Conditioned.  You  will  find  many 
and  confusion.  philosophers  who  hold  an  opinion  the  reverse 

of  this,  —  maintaining  that  the  absolute  is  a 
native  or  necessary  notion  of  intelligence.  This,  I  conceive,  is  an 
opinion  founded  on  vagueness  and  confusion.  They  tell  us  we  have, 
a  notion  of  absolute  or  infinite  space,  of  absolute  or  infinite  time. 
But  they  do  not  tell  us  in  which  of  the  opposite  contradictories  this 
notion  is  realised.  Though  these  are  exclusive  of  each  other,  and 
though  both  are  only  negations  of  the  conceivable  on  its  opposite 
poles,  they  confound  together  these  exclusive  inconceivables  into  a 
single  notion ;  suppose  it  positive,  and  baptize  it  with  the  name  of 

absolute.    The  sum,  therefore,  of  what  I  have 

Sumoftheanthor's        Q0W    ^^    .       ^    ^    Conditioned    fc    that 
doctrine. 

which  is  alone  conceivable  or  cogitable;  the 
Unconditioned,  that  which  is  inconceivable  or  incogitable.  The 
conditioned  or  the  thinkable  lies  between  two  extremes  or  poles; 
and  these  extremes  or  poles  are  each  of  them  unconditioned,  each 
of  them  inconceivable,  each  of  them  exclusive  or  contradictory  of 
the  other.  Of  these  two  repugnant  opposite*,  the  one  is  that  of 
Unconditional  or  Absolute  Limitation ;  the  other  that  of  Uncon- 
ditional or  Infinite  Illimitation.  The  one  we  may,  therefore,  in 
general  call  the  Absolutely  Unconditioned,  the  other,  the  Infinitely 
Unconditioned;  or,  more  simply,  the  Absolute  and  the  Infinite; 
the  term  absolute  expressing  that  which  is  finished  or  complete,  the 
term  infinite  that  which  cannot  be  terminated  or#  concluded.  These 
terms,  which,  like  the  Absolute  and  Infinite  themselves,  philosophers 
have  confounded,  ought  not  only  to  be  distinguished,  but  opposed 
as  contradictory.  The  notion  of  either  unconditioned  is  negative : 
— the  absolute  and  the  infinite  can  each  only  be  conceived  as  a 
negation  of  the  thinkable.    In  other  words,  of  the  absolute  and 
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infinite  we  have  no  conception  at  all.  On  the  subject  of  the  uncon- 
ditioned,—  the  absolute  and  infinite,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  at 
present  further  to  dilate. 

I  shall  only  add  in  conclusion,  that,  as  this  is  the  one  true,  it  is 

the  only  orthodox,  inference.    We  must  believe 

The  author^  doctrine      -m  the  infinity  of  God ;  but  the  infinite  God  can- 

°th  *  e  ^L.^16  *^.      not  by  us,  in  the  present  limitation  of  our  facul- 

ference  ties,  be  comprehended  or  conceived.    A  Deity 

understood,  would  be  no  Deity  at  all ;  and  it  is 
blasphemy  to  say  that  God  only  is  as  we  are  able  to  think  Him  to 
be.  We  know  God,  according  to  the  finitude  of  our  faculties ;  but 
we  believe  much  that  we  are  incompetent  properly  to  know.  The 
Infinite,  the  infinite  God,  is  what,  to  use  the  words  of  Pascal,  is 
infinitely  inconceivable.  Faith, — Belief  —  is  the  organ  by  which 
we  apprehend  what  is  beyond  our  knowledge.  In  this  all  Divines 
and  Philosophers,  worthy  of  the  name,  are  found  to  coincide ;  and 
the  few  who  assert  to  man  a  knowledge  of  the  infinite,  do  this  on 
the  daring,  the  extravagant,  the  paradoxical  supposition,  either  that 
Human  Reason  is  identical  with  the  Divine,  or  that  Man  and  the 
Absolute  are  one. 

The  assertion  has,  however,  sometimes  been  hazarded,  through  a 

mere  mistake  of  the  object  of  knowledge  or  oon- 
nl*^T?h*8K,  ception ;  as  if  that  could  be  an  object  of  knowl- 
but  only  inadequately  edge,  which  was  not  known ;  as  if  that  could  be 
thought,  is  oont«dio-  ^  ODject  0f  conception  which  was  not  conceived. 
It  has  been  held,  that  the  infinite  is  known  or 
conceived,  though  only  a  part  of  it  (and  every  part,  be  it  observed, 
is  ipso  facto  finite)  can  be  apprehended;  and  Aristotle's  definition 
of  the  infinite  has  been  adopted  by  those  who  disregard  his  declara- 
tion, that  the  infinite,  qua  infinite,  is  beyond  the  reach  of  human 
understanding.1  To  say  that  the  infinite  can  be  thought,  but  only 
inadequately  thought,  is  a  contradiction  in  adjecto  >*  it  is  the  same 
as  saying,  that  the  infinite  can  be  known,  but  only  known  as  finite. 
The  Scriptures  explicitly  declare  that  the  infinite  is  for  us  now 
incognizable ;  —  they  declare  that  the  finite,  and  the  finite  alone,  is 
within  our  reach.  It  is  said  (to  cite  one  text  out  of  many),  that 
u  now  I  know  in  part"  (».  e.  the  finite) ;  "but  then"  (t.  e.  in  the  life  to 
come)  "shall  I  know  even  as  I  am  known"*  (i.  e  .without  limitation).* 

l  Fkft.  L  4,  6  (Bekker):  To  fjAr  &*iipor  f  1\op  and  t4\mp  ;  for  it  is  added  ;  —  OS  W 

Imtpw  &yt*Hrrov.      The  definition  ooenn,  prfilv  |£»,   rovr*   fori  rtAeiov  fro!   &\ow. 

Phys.  iii.  6,  11 :  "Atc ipor  /4r  obv  4<rr\y  ol  See  D>$nusion$%  p.  37.  —  Ed. 

jrara    xochp    Kosovo*   out  n   Ao£«Ik  *  *  Corinthian*,  xili.  12. 

.  W  **,.    To  the  *^  *  «*»»**  the  "  *•  Appwdta,  "I-*. 


LECTURE   XXXIX. 

THE  REGULATIVE  FACULTY.— LAW  OF  THE  CONDITIONED,  IN 
ITS  APPLICATIONS.  — CAUSALITY. 

I  have   been  desirous  to  explain  to  you  the  principle  of  the 
Conditioned,  as  out  of  it  we  are  able  not  only 
Uw  of  the  Condi-      to  ^p^  t^e  hallucination  of  the  Absolute,  but 
tionfc  to  solve  some  of  the  most  momentous,  and  hith- 

erto most  puzzling,  problems  of  mind.  In  par- 
ticular, this  principle  affords  us,  I  think,  a  solution  of  the  two  great 
intellectual  principles  of  Cause  and  Effect,  and  of  Substance  and 
Phenomenon  or  Accident.  Both  are  only  applications  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  Conditioned,  in  different  relations. 

Of  all  questions  in  the  history  of  philosophy,  that  concerning  the 

nature  and  genealogy  of  the  notion  of  Causality, 

canity- the prob-      ^  perhaps,  the  most  famous;  and  I  shall  en- 

Jem,  and  attempts  at  r  r       .  ' 

solution.  deavor  to  give  you  a  comprehensive,  though 

necessarily  a  very  summary,  view  of  the  prob- 
lem, and  of  the  attempts  which  have  been  made  at  its  solution. 
This,  however  imperfect  in  detail,  may  not  be  without  advantage ; 
for  there  is  not,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  in  any  work  a  generalized 
survey  of  the  various  actual  and  possible  opinions  on  the  subject. 
But  before   proceeding  to   consider  the   different  attempts  to 
explain  the  phenomenon,  it  is  proper  to  state 
phenomenon  of      ^^  to  aetermme  what  the  phenomenon  to  be 

Causality,  — what  .  r 

explained  really  is.  Nor  is  this  superfluous,  for 
we  shall  find  that  some  philosophers,  instead  of  accommodating 
their  solutions  to  the  problem,  have  accommodated  the  problem  to 
their  solutions. 

1When  we  are  aware  of  something  which  begins  to  be,  we  are, 
by  the  necessity  of  our  intelligence,  constrained  to  believe  that  it 
has  a  Cause.  But  what  does  the  expression,  that  it  has  a  causey 
signify?    If  we  analyze  our  thought,  we  shall  find  that  it  simply 

1  Cf.  Ducumtnu,  p.  609.  —  Ed.  . 
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means,  that  aa  we  cannot  conceive  any  new  existence  to  commence, 

therefore,  all  that  now  is  seen  to  arise  under 

What  appears  to  110      a  new  appearance  had  previously  an  existence 

to  begin  to  be,  k  nee-      under  a  prior  form.    We  are  utterly  unable  to 

•TtofaT prerto^s*  realize  in  thought  the  possibility  of  the  COm- 
existed  under  another  plement  of  existence  being  either  increased  or 
form-  diminished.    We  are  unable,  on  the  one  hand,  to 

conceive  nothing  becoming  something, — or,  on 
the  other,  something  becoming  nothing.     When  God  is  said  to 
create  out  of  nothing,  we  construe  this  to  thought  by  supposing 
that  He  evolves  existence  out  of  Himself;  we  view  the  Creator  as 
the  cause  of  the  universe.    u  Ex  nihilo  nihil,  in  nihilum  nil  posse 
reverti,"1  expresses,  in  its  purest  form,  the  whole  intellectual  phe- 
nomenon of  causality. 
There  is  thus  conceived  an  absolute  tautology  between  the  effect 
and  its  causes.    We  think  the  causes  to  contain 
Hence  an  absolute      ^\  that  jg  contained  in  the  effect ;  the  effect  to 
uto  ogy    tween  t  e      e^tam  nothing  which  was  not  contained  in  the 


effect'  and  its ,„ 

This  illustrated.  causes.    Take  an  example.    A  neutral  salt  is  an 

effect  of  the  conjunction  of  an  acid  and  alkali. 
Here  we  do  not,  and  here  we  cannot,  conceive  that,  in  effect,  any 
new  existence  lias  been  added,  nor  can  we  conceive  that  any  has 
been  taken  away.  But  another  example: — Gunpowder  is  the  effect 
of  a  mixture  of  sulphur,  charcoal,  and  nitre,  and  these  three  sub- 
stances are  again  the  effect,  —  result,  of  simpler  constituents,  and 
these  constituents  again  of  simpler  elements,  either  known  or  con- 
ceived to  exist.  Now,  in  all  this  series  of  compositions,  we  cannot 
conceive  that  aught  begins  to  exist.  The  gunpowder,  the  last 
compound,  we  are  compelled  to  think,  contains  precisely  the  same 
quantum  of  existence  that  its  ultimate  elements  contained,  prior  to 
their  combination.  Well,  we  explode  the  powder.  Can  we  con- 
ceive that  existence  has  been  diminished  by  the  annihilation  of  a 
single  element  previously  in  being,  or  increased  by  the  addition  of 
a  single  element  which  was  not  heretofore  in  nature?  "Omnia 
mutantur;  nihil  intent,"1 — is  what  we  think,  what  we  must  think. 
This  then  is  the  mental  phenomenon  of  causality,  —  that  we  neces- 
sarily deny  in  thought  that  the  object  which  appears  to  begin  to  be, 
really  so  begins;  and  that  we  necessarily  identify  its  present  with 
its  past  existence.  Here  it  is  not  requisite  that  we  should  know 
under  what   form,  under  what   combinations,  this  existence  was 

1  Persius,  Ui.  84.    [Cf.  Rixner,  GesckichU  der  PhOosopku,  r.  i.  p.  88,  f  82.] 
*  Grid,  Mst.  xv.  185.  —  Ed. 
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previously  realized,  in  other  words,  it  is  not  requisite  that  we  should 
know  what  are  the  particular  causes  of  the  par- 
Not  necewary  to  the      ticular  effect.    The  discovery  of  the  connection 
notion  of  Causality,      Qf  determinate  causes  and  determinate  effects  is 
!h*  Jarttoidar  c^Z      merely  contingent  and  individual,— merely  the 
ofthe  particular  effect.      datum  of  experience;    but  the  principle  that 
every  event  should  have  its  causes,  is  necessary 
and  universal,  and  is  imposed  on  us  as  a  condition  of  our  human 
intelligence  itself.     This  last  is  the  only  phenomenon  to  be  ex- 
plained.   Nor  are  philosophers,  in  general,  really  at  variance  in  their 
statement  of  the  problem.    However  divergent  in  their  mode  of 
explanation,  they  are  at  one  in  regard  to  the  matter  to  be  explained.1 
But  there  is  one  exception.    Dr.  Brown  has  given  a  very  different 
account  of  the  phenomenon  in  question.     To 
Brown*  account  of      thig  gtatement  of  it,  I  beg  to  solicit  your  atten- 

<.  ausaiity.  t*on  5  ^or  **  n*s  tneolT  *8  solely  accommodated 

to  his  view  of  the  phenomenon,  so  his  theory 
is  refuted  by  showing  that  his  view  of  the  phenomenon  is  errone- 
ous. To  prevent  misconception,  I  shall  exhibit  to  you  his  doctrine 
in  his  own  words :  * 

"  Why  is  it,  then,  we  believe  that  continual  similarity  of  the  future 
to  the  past,  which  constitutes,  or  at  least  is  im- 
rown  qu  .  plied  in,  our  notion  of  power  ?  A  stone  t4nds 
to  the  earth,  —  a  stone  will  always  tend  to  the  earth,  —  are  not  the 
same  proposition ;  nor  can  the  first  be  said  tp  involve  the  second. 
It  is  not  to  experience,  then,  alone  that  we  mast  have  recourse  for 
the  origin  of  the  belief,  but  to  some  other  principle  which  converts 
the  simple  facts  of  experience  into  a  general  expectation  or  confi- 
dence, that  is  afterwards  to  be  physically  the  guide  of  all  our  plans 
and  actions. 

u  This  principle,  since  it  cannot  be  derived  from  experience  itself 
which  relates  only  to  the  past,  must  be  an  original  principle  of  our 
nature.  There  is  a  tendency  in  the  very  constitution  of  the  mind 
from  which  the  experience  arises,  —  a  tendency,  that,  in  everything 
which  it  adds  to  the  mere  facts  of  experience,  may  truly  be  termed 
instinctive ;  for  though  that  term  is  commonly  supposed  to  imply 
something  peculiarly  mysterious,  there  is  no  more  real  mystery  in 
it  than  in  any  of  the  simplest  successions  of  thought,  which  are  all, 
in  like  manner,  the  results  of  a  natural  tendency  of  the  mind  to 
exist  in  certain  states,  after  existing  in  certain  other  states.    The 

l  On  the  nature  and  origin  of  the  notion        «  Phil  afth*  Hmian  Mind,  Leet  vf  p.  84, 
Causality,  see  Platner,  PkU.  Aph.  i.  i  846 1  uq      edit  1880. 
—Ed. 
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belief  is,  a  state  or  feeling  of  the  mind  as  easily  conceivable  as  any 
other  state  of  it,  —  a  new  feeling,  arising  in  certain  circumstances, 
as  uniformly  as,  in  certain  other  circumstances,  there  aiise  other 
states  or  feelings  of  the  mind,  which  we  never  consider  as  mysteri- 
ous; those,  for  example,  which  we  term  the  sensations  of  sweetness 
or  of  sound.  To  have  our  nerves  of  taste  or  hearing  affected  in  a 
certain  manner,  is  not,  indeed,  to  taste  or  bear,  but  it  is  immediately 
afterwards  to  have  those  particular  sensations;  and  this  merely 
because  the  mind  was  originally  so  constituted,  as  to  exist  directly 
in  the  one  state  after  existing  in  the  other.  To  observe,  in  like 
manner,  a  series  of  antecedents  And  consequents,  is  not,  in  the  very 
feeling  of  the  moment,  to  believe  in  the  future  similarity,  but,  in 
consequence  of  a  similar  original  tendency,  it  is  immediately  after- 
wards to  believe  that  the  same  antecedents  will  invariably  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  same  consequents.  That  this  belief  of  the  future  is  a 
state  of  mind  very  different  from  the  mere  perception  or  memory 
of  the  past,  from  which  it  flows,  is  indeed  true ;  but  what  resem- 
blance has  sweetness,  as  a  sensation  of  the  mind,  to  the  solution  of 
a  few  particles  of  sugar  on  the  tongue ;  or  the  harmonies  of  music, 
to  the  vibration  of  particles  of  air?  All  which  we  know,  in  both 
cases,  is,  that  these  successions  regularly  take  place;  and  in  the 
regular  successions  of  nature,  which  could  not,  in  one  instance  more 
than  in  another,  have  been  predicted  without  experience,  nothing  is 
mysterious,  or  everything  is  mysterious.     .    .   * 

"  It  is  more  immediately  our  present  purpose  to  consider,  What 
it  truly  is  which  is  the  object  of  inquiry,  when  we  examine  the 
physical  successions  of  events,  in  whatever  manner  the  belief  of 
their  similarity  of  sequence  may  have  arisen  ?  Is  it  the  mere  series 
of  regular  antecedents  and  consequents  themselves  ?  or,  Is  it  any- 
thing more  mysterious,  which  must  be  supposed  to  intervene  and 
connect  them  by  some  invisible  bondage  ? 

"  We  see  in  nature  one  event  followed  by  another.  The  fall  of  a 
spark  on  gunpowder,  for  example,  followed  by  the  deflagration  of 
the  gunpowder;  and,  by  a  peculiar  tendency  of  our  constitution, 
which  we  must  take  for  granted,  whatever  be  our  theory  of  power, 
we  believe,  that,  as  long  as  all  the  circumstances  continue  the  same, 
the  sequence  of  events  will  continue  the  same ;  that  the  deflagration 
of  gunpowder,  for  example,  will  be  the  invariable  consequence  of 
the  fall  of  a  spark  on  it :  in  other  words,  we  believe  the  gunpowder 
to  be  susceptible  of  deflagration  on  the  application  of  a  spark,  and 
a  spark  to  have  the  power  of  deflagrating  gunpowder. 

*  There  is  nothing  more,  then,  understood  in  the  train  of  events, 
however  regular,  than  the  regular  order  of  antecedents  and  conse- 
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quents  which  compose  the  train ;  and  between  which,  if  anything 
else  existed,  it  would  itself  be  a  part  of  the  train.  All  that  we 
mean,  when  we  ascribe  to  one  substance  a  susceptibility  of  being 
affected  by  another  substance,  is  that  a  certain  change  will  uniformly 
take  place  in  it  when  that  other  is  present;  —  all  that  we  mean,  in 
like  manner,  when  we  ascribe  to  one  substance  a  power  of  affecting 
another  substance,  is,  that,  where  it  is  present,  a  certain  change  will 
uniformly  take  place  in  that  other  substance.  Power,  in  short,  is 
significant  not  of  anything  different  from  the  invariable  antecedent 
itself,  but  of  the  mere  invariableness  of  the  order  of  its  appearance 
in  reference  to  some  invariable  consequent,  —  the  invariable  antece* 
dent  being  denominated  a  causa,  the  invariable  consequent  an  effect. 
To  say,  that  water  has  the  power  of  dissolving  salt,  and  to  say  that 
salt  will  always  melt  when  water  is  poured  upon  it,  are  to  say  pre- 
cisely the  same  thing;  —  there  is  nothing  in  the  one  proposition, 
which  is  not  exactly  and  to  the  same  extent  enunciated  in  the  other." 

Now,  in  explaining  to  you  the  doctrine  of  Dr.  Brown,  I  am  happy 
to  avail  myself  of  the  assistance  of.  my  late  lamented  friend,  Dr. 
Brown's  successor,  whose  metaphysical  acuteness  was  not  the  least 
remarkable  of  his  many  brilliant  qualities. 

u  Now,  the  distinct  and  full  purport  of  Dr.  Brown's  doctrine,  it 
will  be  observed,  is  this, — that  when  we  apply  in 

Wilson  quoted  on      ^^  w      tke  wor(i8  cauB6  ^ud  power,  we  attach 

Brown's   doctrine   of       i  *  .  ,  ,        •      « 

Causality.  "°  °^er  meaning  to  the  terms  than  what  he  has 

explained.  By  the  word  cause,  we  mean  no 
more  than  that  in  this  instance  the  spark  falling  is  the  event  imme* 
diately  prior  to  the  explosion :  including  the  belief  that  in  all  cases 
hitherto,  when  a  spark  has  fallen  on  gunpowder  (of  course,  sup* 
posing  other  circumstances  the  same),  the  gunpowder  has  kindled ; 
and  that  whenever  a  spark  shall  again  so  fall,  the  grains  will  again 
take  fire.  The  present  immediate  priority,  and  the  past  and  future 
invariable  sequence  of  the  one  event  upon  the  other,  are  all  the 
ideas  that  the  mind  can  have  in  view  in  speaking  of  the  event  in 
that  instance  as  a  cause ;  and  in  speaking  of  the  power  in  the  spark 
to  produce  this  effect,  we  mean  merely  to  express  the  invariableness 
with  which  this  has  happened  and  will  happen. 

"This  is  the  doctrine;  and  the  author  submits  it  to  this  test:— 
c  Let  any  one,'  he  says,  ' ask  himself  what  it  is  which  he  means  by 
the  term  'power,'  and  without  contenting  himself  with  a  few  phrases 
that  signify  nothing,  reflect  before  he  give  his  answer,  —  and  he  will 
find  that  he  means  nothing  more  than  that,  in  all  similar  circum- 
stances, the  explosion  of  gunpowder  will  be  the  immediate  and 
uniform  consequence  of  the  application  of  a  spark. 
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"This  test,  indeed,  is  the  only  one  to  which  the  question  can  be 
brought.  For  the  question  does  not  regard  causes  themselves,  but 
solely  the  ideas  of  cause,  in  the  human  mind.  I£  therefore,  every 
one  to  whom  this  analysis  of  the  idea  that  is  in  his  mind  when  he 
speaks  of  a  cause,  is  proposed,  finds,  on  comparing  it  with  what 
passed  in  his  mind,  that  this  is  a  complete  and  full  account  of  his 
conception,  there  is  nothing  more  to  be  said,  and  the  point  is  made 
good.  By  that  sole  possible  test  the  analysis  is,  in  such  a  case, 
established.  IfJ  on  the  contrary,  when  this  analysis  is  proposed,  as 
containing  all  the  ideas  which  we  annex  to  the  words  cause  and 
power,  the  minds  of  most  men  cannot  satisfy  themselves  that  it  is 
complete,  but  are  still  possessed  with  a  strong  suspicion  that  there 
is  something  more,  which  is  not  here  accounted  for,  —  then  the 
analysis  is  not  yet  established,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire, 
by  additional  examination  of  the  subject,  what  that  more  may  be. 

tt  Let  us  then  apply  the  test  by  which  Dr.  Brown  proposes  that 
the  truth  of  his  views  shall  be  tried.  Let  us  ask  ourselves  what  we 
mean  when  we  say,  that  the  spark  has  power  to  kindle  the  gunpow- 
der,— that  the  powder  is  susceptible  of  being  kindled  by  the  spark. 
Do  we  mean  only  that  whenever  they  come  together  this  will  hap- 
pen?   Do  we  merely  predict  this  simple  and  certain  futurity? 

44  We  do  not  fear  to  say,  that  when  we  speak  of  a  power  in  one 
substance  to  produce  a  change  in  another,  and  of  a  susceptibility  of 
such  change  in  that  other,  We  express  more  than  our  belief  that  the 
change  has  taken  and  will  take  place.  There  is  more  in  our  mind 
than  a  conviction  of  the  past  and  a  foresight  of  the  future.  There 
is,  besides  this,  the  conception  included  of  a  fixed  constitution  of 
their  nature,  which  determines  the  event,  —  a  constitution,  which, 
while  it  lasts,  makes  the  event  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  situ- 
ation in  which  the  objects  are  placed.  We  should  say  then,  that 
there  are  included  in  these  terms,  'power,'  and  4  susceptibility  of 
change,'  two  ideas  which  are  not  expressed  in  Dr.  Brown's  analysis, 
—  one  of  necessity,  and  the  other  of  a  constitution  of  things,  in 
which  that  necessity  is  established.  That  these  two  ideas  are  not 
expressed  in  the  terms  of  Dr.  Brown's  analysis,  is  seen  by  quoting 
again  his  words :  — c  He  will  find  that  he  means  nothing  more  than 
that,  in  all  similar  circumstances,  the  explosion  of  gunpowder  will 
be  the  immediate  and  uniform  consequence  of  the  application  of  a 
spark.' 

44  It  is  certain,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  his  work,  that  Dr.  Brown 
has  designed  to  exclude  the  idea  of  necessity  from  his  analysis."1 

1  Prof.  Wilton,  hi  Blackwood's  Magazine,  vol.  xl.  p.  123  tt  uq. 
68 
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Now  this  admirably  expresses  what  I  have  always  felt  is  die 

grand  and  fundamental  defect  in  Dr.  Brown's 

JS^XJ^      theory,— a  defect  which  renders  that  theory  ok 

initio  worthless.     Brown  professes  to  -explain 

the  phenomenon  of  causality,  bat,  previously  to  explanation,  he 

evacuates  the  phenomenon   of  all   that   desiderates  explanation. 

What  remains  in  the  phenomenon,  after  the  qnality  of  necessity  ia 

thrown,  or  rather  silently  allowed  to  drop  out,  is  only  accidental,— ~ 

only  a  consequence  of  the  essential  circumstance. 

The  opinions  in  regard  to  the  nature  and  origin  of  the  principle 

of  Causality,  in  so  far  as  that  principle  is  viewed 

cumiflcationofopin-      ag  a  subjective  phenomenon,  —  as  a  judgment 

ions  on  the  nature  and  «  . ,       ,  .     ,  «  „   .    ,       . 

origin  of  tbe  Princi-      of  the  humlul  mmd,— fell  into  two  great  cate- 
pie  of  cauoUity.  gories.     The  first  category  (A)   comprehends 

those  theories  which  consider  this  principle  as 
Hnpirical  or  a  posteriori,  that  is,  as  derived  from  experience ;  the 
other  (B)  comprehends  those  which  view  it  as  Pure  or  a  priori, 
that  is,  as  a  condition  of  intelligence  itself.  These  two  primary 
genera  are,  however,  severally  subdivided  into  various  subordinate 
classes. 

The  former  category  (A),  under  which  this  principle  is  regarded 
as  the  result  of  experience,  contains  two  classes,  inasmuch  as  the 
causal  judgment  may  be  supposed  founded  either  (a)  on  an  Orig- 
inal, or  (b)  on  a  Derivative,  cognition;  Each  of  these  again  is 
divided  into  two,  according  as  the  principle  is  supposed  to  have  an 
objective,  or  a  subjective,  origin.  In  the  former  case,  that  is,  where 
the  cognition  is  supposed  to  be  original  and  underived,  it  is  Object- 
ive, or  rather  Objectivo-Objective,  when  held  to  consist  in  an  imme- 
diate perception  of  the  power  or  efficacy  of  causes  in  the  external 
and  internal  worlds  (1) ;  and  Subjective,  or  rather  Objectivo-£ub* 
jective,  when  viewed  as  given  in  a  self-consciousness  alone  of  the 
power  or  efficacy  of  our  own  volitions  (2).  In  the  latter  case,  that 
is,  where  the  cognition  is  supposed  to  be  derivative,  if  objective,  it 
is  viewed  as  a  product  of  Induction  and  Generalization  (3) ;  if  sub- 
jective, of  Association  and  Custom  (4). 

In  like  manner,  the  latter  category  (B),  under  which  the  causal 
principle  is  considered  not  as  a  result,  but  as  a  condition,  of  experi- 
ence, is  variously  divided  and  subdivided.  In  the  first  place,  the 
opinions  under  this  category  fall  into  two  classes,  inasmuch  as  some 
regard  the  causal  judgment  (c)  as  an  Ultimate  or  Primary  law  of 
mind,  while  others  regard  it  (d)  as  a  Secondary  or  Derived.  Those 
who  hold  the  former  doctrine,  in  viewing  it  as  a  simple  original 
principle,  hold  likewise  that  it  is  a  positive  act, — an  affirmative 
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datum,  of  intelligence.  This  class  is  finally  subdivided  into  two 
opinions.  For  some  hold  that  the  causal  judgment,  as  necessary, 
is  given  in  what  they  call  u  the  principle  of  Causality,'9  that  is,  the 
principle  which  declares  that  everything  which  begins  to  be,  must 
have  its  cause  (5) ;  whilst  at  least  one  philosopher,  without  explic- 
itly denying  that  the  causal  judgment  is  necessary,  would  identify 
it  with  the  principle  of  our  u  Expectation  of  the  Constancy  of 
nature  "  (6). 

Those  who  hold  that  it  can  be  analyzed  into  a  higher  principle, 
also  hold  that  it  is  not  of  a  positive  but  of  a  negative  character. 
These,  however,  are  divided  into  two  classes.  By  some  it  has  been 
maintained,  that  the  principle  of  Causality  can  be  resolved  into  the 
principle  of  Contradiction  (7),  which,  as  I  formerly  stated  to  you, 
ought  in  propriety  to  be  called  the  principle  of  Non-Contradiction. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  (though  it  never  has  been)  argued, 
that  the  judgment  of  Causality  can  be  analyzed  into  what  I  called 
the  principle  of  the  Conditioned,  —  the  principle  of  Relativity  (8). 
To  one  or  the  other  of  these  eight  heads,  all  the  doctrines  that  have 
been  actually  maintained  in  regard  to  the  origin  of  the  principle  in 
question,  may  be  referred  ;  and  the  classification  is  the  better  worthy 
of  your  attention,  as  in  no  work  will  you  find  any  attempt  at  even 
an  enumeration  of  the  various  theories,  actual  and  possible,  on  this 
subject.1 

An  adequate  discussion  of  these  several  heads,  and  a  special  con- 
sideration of  the   differences  of  the  individual 

These  eight  doo-  opinions  which  they  comprehend,  would  far  ex- 
tr  n<»  co     ere  Qee/di  our  limits.    I  shall,  therefore,  confine  my- 

self to  a  lew  observations  on  the  value  of  these 
eight  doctrines  in  general,  without  descending  to  the  particular 
modifications  under  which  they  have  been  maintained  by  particular 
philosophers. 

Of  theses  the  first, —  that  which  asserts  that  we  have  a  perception 
of  the  causal  agency,  as  we  have  a  perception  of 
twe  a^Tow0?60"  tne  ex*8tience  °^  external  objects,  —  this  opinion 
subjective.  has  been  always  held  in  combination  with  the 

Pemeptfam  of «uutfi  second,  —  that  which  maintains  that  we  are  self- 
efficiency,  external  coiwciaaB  of  efilcieney;  though  the  second  has 
been  frequently  held  by  philosophers  who  have 
abandoned  the  first  as  untenable. 

Considering  them  together,  that  is,  as  forming  the  opinion  that 
we  directly  and  immediately  apprehend  the  efficiency  of  causes,  both 

1  ▲  TabeJer  View  of  tne  Theories  in  regard  to  the  Principle  of  OamtaUty  will  bo  Sound  on 
the  next  page. 
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THEORIES  IN  REGARD  TO  THE  PRINCIPLES  OP  CAUSALITY. 


n. 

Objective-objective  and  Objectlvo-subjeo- 
**         A    tive,— Perception  of  Causal  Efficiency, 
Original    J    external  and  internal 

or 
Primitive.    J2 

Objective-subjective,— Perception  of  Can- 
sal  Efficiency,  internal.  i 


Objective,— Induction,  Generalisation. 


Subjective,— Association,  Custom,  Habit. 


Necessary:  A  Special  Principle  of  Intelli- 
gence. 


Contingent :  Expectation  at  the  Constancy 
of  Nature. 


From  the  Law  of  Contradiction  (i.  e.  Non- 
Contradiction). 


From  the  Law  of  the  Conditioned. 
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external  and  internal,  —  this  opinion  is  refuted  by  two  objections. 

The  first  is,  that  we  have  no  such  apprehen- 

Refated   on   two      gion      no  8Ucn  knowledge ;  the  second,  that  if 

grounds* 

we  had,  this  being  merely  empirical, —  merely 
conversant  with  individual  instances,  could  never  account  for  the 
quality  of  necessity  and  universality  which  accompanies  the  judg- 
ment of  causality.  In  regard  to  the  first  of  these  objections,  it  is 
now  universally  admitted  that  we  have  no  perception  of  the  con- 
nection of  cause  and  effect  in  the  external  world.  For  example, 
when  one  billiard-ball  is  seen  to  strike  another,  we  perceive  only 
that  the  impulse  of  the  one  is  followed  by  the  motion  of  the  other, 
but  have  no  perception  of  any  force  or  efficiency  in  the  first,  by 

which  it  is  connected  with  the  second,  in  the 
*£££«££  elation  of  causality.  Hume  was  the  pjiilos- 
nection  of  cause  and  opher  who  decided  the  opinion  of  the  world  on 
effect  in  the  external  this  point.  He  was  not,  however,  the  first  who 
world,  —  maintained  gtate<j  tne  fac^  or  even  tne  reasoner  who  stated 
by  Hume. 

it  most  clearly.    He,  however,  believed  himself, 

or  would  induce  us  to  believe  that  in  this  he  was  original.  Speaking 
of  this  point,  "lam  sensible,"  he  says,  "that  of  all  the  paradoxes, 
which  I  have  had,  or  shall  hereafter  have,  occasion  to  advance,  in 
the  course  of  this  treatise,  the  present  one  is  the  most  violent,  and 
that  it  is  merely  by  dint  of  solid  proof  and  reasoning  I  can  ever 
hope  it  will  have  admission,  and  overcome  the  inveterate  prejudices 
of  mankind.  Before  we  are  reconciled  to  this  doctrine,  how  often 
must  we  repeat  to  ourselves,  that  the  simple  view  of  any  two 
objects  or  actions,  however  related,  can  never  give  us  any  idea 
of  power,  or  of  a  connection  betwixt  them ;  that  this  idea  arises 
from  the  repetition  of  their  union :  that  the  repetition  neither  dis-. 
covers  nor  causes  anything  in  the  objects,  but  has  an  influence  only 
on  the  mind,  by  that  customary  transition  it  produces :  that  this 
customary  transition  is,  therefore,  the  same  with  the  power  and 
necessity ;  which  are  consequently  qualities  of  perceptions,  not  of 
objects,  and  are  internally  felt  by  the  soul,  and  not  perceived  exter- 
nally in  bodies  ?  " l 

I  could  adduce  to  you  a  whole  army  of  philosophers  previous  to 
Hume,  who  had  announced  and  illustrated  the  fact.*    As  far  as  I 

1  Treatise  of  Human  Mown,  y.  i.  b.  1.  p.  111.  8, 4.    Opera.  PhO.,  i.  p.  818.    Cher.  Ramsay, 

ft  14,  p.  291,  orig  edit  PkUot.  Prm  of  Natural  and  Revtaled  Religion, 

*  Cf  Sturm,  Physica  Eteetiva,  o.  iv.  p.  168  p.  109;  Glasgow,  1748.    That  Ariatotle  did  not 

(edit.  1667).    Stewart,  Elements,  1.  Works,  ii.  acknowledge  that  tenae  had  any  perception 

note  C,  p.  476,  Elements..  Ii.  Works,  ill.  note  O,  of  the  eanaal  connection,  is  tbown  by  hit 

p.  819.  —Ed.    [See  Le  Clerq,  Ontologia,  o.  z.  §  denying  tense  m  prinoiple  of  •elenoe,  i.  * 
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have  been  able  to  trace  it,  this  doctrine  was  first  promulgated  tow- 
ards the  commencement  of  the  twelfth  century, 

J£ESS*  "Bagdad,  by  Algazel  (El  Ga^U),  a  pk™  Mo- 
hammedan  philosopher,  who  not  undeservedly 

obtained  the  title  of  Imaum  of  the  World.  A  .garni  did  not  deny 
the  reality  of  causation,  but  he  maintained  that 

Algaxel,- probably        God  Wfl8  ^  ^j     efficient  caufle  ^  nattcre  ;l  and 
the  first.  _  y  ' 

that  second  causes  were  not  properly  causes 
but  only  occasions,  of  the  effect.  That  we  have  no  perception  of 
any  real  agency  of  one  body  on  another,  is  a  truth  which  has  not 
more  clearly  been  stated  or  illustrated  by  any  subsequent  philoso- 
pher than  by  him  who  first  proclaimed  it.    The  doctrine  of  Algazel 

was  adopted  by  that  great  sect  among  the  Mus- 

Mnssulman  doctors.  ,  i      „  i  ,    1    t   .1  *  • 

sulman  doctors,  who  were  styled  thorn  speaking 
in  the  law  (logruentes  in  lege))  that  is,  the  law  of  Mohammed.    From 
the  Eastern  Schools  the  opinion  passed  to  those 
00  men.         ^  ^  West ;  and  we  find  it  a  problem  which 
divided  the  scholastic  philosophers,  whether  God  were  the  only  effi- 
cient, or  whether  causation  could  be  attributed  to  created  exist- 
ences.*   After  the  revival  of  letters,  the  opinion  of  Algazel  was 
maintained  by  many  individual  thinkers,  though  it  no  longer  re* 
tained  the  same  prominence  in  the  schools.    It  was  held,  for  exam- 
ple, by  Malebranche,3  and  his  illustration  from 
c  ran  the  collision  of  two  billiard-balls  is  likewise  that 

of  Hume,  who  probably  borrowed  from  Malebranche  both  the  opin- 
ion and  the  example. 

But  there  are  many  philosophers  who  surren- 
ii.Objectivo.subj6e.      der  the  externai  perception,  and  maintain  our 

tire.      Perception   of  .  . 

carnal  efficiency,  in-      internal  consciousness,  of  causation  or  power, 
ternai.  This  opinion  was,  in  one  chapter  of  his  Eeeayf 

Locke*  #  advanced  by  Locke,  and,  at  a  very  recent  date, 

it  has  been  amplified  and  enforced  with  distin- 
guished ability  by  the  late  M.  Maine  de  Biran,5 — one  of  the  acutest 

Mori,  (see  Pott.  An.y  i.  p.  81;  and  ttt,  Zabar-  EUctiva,  0.  iv.  p.  128  et  teg.    Poirat  CEconomia 

ell  a),  and  by  his  denying  that  sense  is  princi-  Divina,  i.  vi.  $  6,  p  66  et  seq.  (edit.  1706)-] 

pie  of  wisdom,  as  ignorant  of  cause  (see  Met ,  &  [Recherche  de  la  Ttriti,  1.  vi.  p.  o.  ill.] 

i  p  60,  andt&t,  Fonseea.    See  also  Conimbri-  4  Book  ii.  o.  xad.  f  5  —  Ed. 

censes,  In  Org.  ii.  486  )]  0  See  Exatnen  des  Lecont  de  PhOosophie,  $ 

l  See  Arerroes,    Destnutio    Destruction**,  vifl.,  Nowelle*  Consideration*,  p.  241 ;  and  Mi- 

JristoteUs  Opera,  Venet.  1660,  vol.  fat.  p  56  pontes  a*z  Arguments  contrs  P  Apperception  Im- 

Quoted  by  Tennemann,  Oesck.  der  Phil.  vol.  mediate  tPvne  Liaison  Oausale  entre  fa  Vouhir  et 

Till.  p.  406—  Ed.  la  Motion,  etc,  Now.  Con.  p.  868  (edit  1684). 

*  [See  Btel,  In  Sent.  1.  iv.  disk.  60.  q.  L  Cf  Preface,  by  M.  Cousin,  p.  84?  and.  Gears 

D'Ailly,  Ibid,  dist  2.  q.  28;  referred  to  by  de  P  Hittoirs  de  la  Philosophic  (xviifr  Sttota)  t. 

Bcheibler,  Optra  Metaphysica,  1.  ii.  0.  Hi.  tit  ii.  l.xix.  p.  281  (edit  1828).  — Ed. 
19,  p.  124  (edit.  1665).    See  also  Sturm,  Phynca 
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metaphysicians  of  France.  On  this  doctrine,  the  notion  of  cause  is 
not  given  to  ns  by  the  observations  of  external  phenomena,  which, 
as  considered  only  by  the  senses,  manifest  no  causal  efficiency,  and 
appear  to  ns  only  as  successive ;  it  is  given  to  us  within,  in  reflec- 
tion, in  the  consciousness  of  our  operations  and  of  the  power  which 
exerts  them, — vi&,  the  will.  I  make  an  effort  to  move  my  arm,  and 
I  move  it*  When  we  analyze  attentively  the  phenomenon  of  effort, 
which  M.  de  Biran  considers  as  the  type  of  the  phenomena  of  voli- 
tion, the  following  are  the  results :  —  1°,  the  consciousness  of  an  act 
of  will ;  2°,  The  consciousness  of  a  motion  produced ;  8°,  A  rela- 
tion of  the  motion  to  the  volition.  And  what  is  this  relation  ?  Not 
a  simple  relation  of  succession.  The  will  is  not  for  us  a  pure  aet 
without  efficiency, — it  is  a  productive  energy;  so  that  in  a  volition 
there  is  given  to  us  the  notion  of  cause,  and  this  notion  we  subse- 
quently transport,  —  project  out  from  our  internal  activities,  into  the 
changes  of  the  external  world. 

^his  reasoning,  in  so  far  as  regards  the  mere  empirical  fact  of  our 
consciousness  of  causality,  in  the  relation  of  our 

Shown  to  be  unten-  ...  .  ,      «  ,.     ,  ,     , 

ftble  will  as  moving,  and  of  our  limbs  as  moved,  is 

l.  No  comciousnen  refuted  by  the  consideration,  that  between  the 

of  causal  connection  overt  fact  of  corporeal  movement  of  which  we 

between  Yoution  ud  are  cognizant,  and  the  internal  act  of  mental 

motion.  T        • 

determination  of  which  we  are  also  cognizant, 
there  intervenes  a  numerous  series  of  intermediate  agencies  of 
which  we  have  no  knowledge ;  and,  consequently,  that  we  can  have 
no  consciousness  of  any  causal  connection  between  the  extreme 
links  of  this  chain,  —  the  volition  to  move  and  the  limb  moving,  as 
this  hypothesis  asserts.  No  one  is  immediately  conscious,  for  exam- 
ple, of  moving  his  arm  through  his  volition.  Previously  to  this 
ultimate  movement,  muscles,  nerves,  a  multitude  of  solid  and  fluid 
parts,  must  be  set  in  motion  by  the  will,  but  of  this  motion  we 
know,  from  consciousness,  absolutely  nothing.  A  person  struck 
with  paralysis  is  conscious  of  no  inability  in  his  limb  to  fulfil  the 
determinations  of  his  will;  and  it  is  only  after  having  willed  and 
finding  that  his  limbs  do  not  obey  his  volition,  that  he  learns  by  his 
experience,  that  the  external  movement  does  not  follow  the  internal 
act.  But  as  the  paralytic  learns  after  the  volition,  that  his  limbs  do 
not  obey  his  mind  ;  so  it  is  only  after  volition  that  the  man  in  health 
learns,  that  his  limbs  do  obey  the  mandates  of  his  will. 

But,  independently  of  all  this,  the  second  objection  above  men- 
tioned is  fatal  to  the  theory  which  would  found  the  judgment  of 

1  See  Reid>$  WW*t,  p.  80S.    ZKMM«^p.Sl2.— KDs. 
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causality  on  any  empirical  cognition,  whether  of  the  phenomena 
of  mind  or  of  the  phenomena  of  matter.    Ad- 
2.  And  even  if  this      mitting  that  causation  were  cognizable,  and  that 
mwTft^'tiM  7ud^      percept™1*  an<i  self-consciousness  were  compe- 
ment  of  Causality.  ten*  to  *ts  apprehension,  still  as  these  faculties 

could  only  take  note  of  individual  causations,  we 
should  be  wholly  unable,  out  of  such  empirical  acts,  to  evolve  the 
quality  of  necessity  and  universality,  by  which  this  notion  is  dis- 
tinguished. Admitting  that  we  had  really  observed  the  agency  of 
any  number  of  causes,  still  this  would  not  explain  to  us,  how  we  are 
unable  to  think  a  manifestation  of  existence  without  thinking  it  as 
an  effect.  Our  internal  experience,  especially  in  the  relation  of  our 
volitions  to  their  effects,  may  be  useful  in  giving  us  a  clearer  notion 
of  causality ;  but  it  is  altogether  incompetent  to  account  for  what 
in  it  there  is  of  the  quality  of  necessity.  So  much  for  the  two  the- 
ories at  the  head  of  the  Table. 

As  the  first  and  second  opinions  have  been  usually  associated,  so 
also  have  the  third  and  fourth,  —  that  is,  the  doctrine  that  our 
notion  of  causality  is  the  offspring  of  the  objective  principle  of 
Induction  or  Generalization,  and  the  doctrine,  that  it  is  the  offspring 
of  the  subjective  principle  of  Association  or  Custom. 

In  regard  to  the  former,  —  the  third,  it  is  plain  that  the  observar 

tion,  that  certain  phenomena  are  found  to  suc- 

iii.  Objective -in-      cee(j  certam  other  phenomena,  and  the  general- 

duction.     Generaliza-        .  ,  ° 

tion  ization  consequent  thereon,  that  these  are  recip- 

rocally causes  and  effects,  could  never  of  itself 
have  engendered  not  only  the  strong  but  the  irresistible  belief,  that 
every  event  must  have  its  cause.  Each  of  these  observations  is  con- 
tingent ;  and  any  number  of  observed  contingencies  will  never  im- 
pose upon  us  the  feeling  of  necessity,  —  of  our  inability  to  think  the 
opposite.  Nay  more;  this  theory  evolves  the  absolute  notion  of 
causality  out  of  the  observation  of  a  certain  number  of  uniform 
consecutions  among  phenomena.  But  we  find  no  difficulty  what- 
ever in  conceiving  the  reverse  of  all  or  any  of  the  consecutions  we 
have  observed ;  and  yet  the  general  notion  of  causality,  which,  ex 
hypothesis  is  their  result,  we  cannot  possibly  think  aa  possibly 
unreal.  We  have  always  seen  a  stone  fall  to  the  ground,  when 
thrown  into  the  air,  but  we  find  no  difficulty  in  representing  to  our- 
selves the  possibility  of  one  or  all  stones  gravitating  from  the  earth ; 
only  we  cannot  conceive  the  possibility  of  this,  or  any  other  event, 
happening  without  a  cause. 

Nor  does  the  latter,  —  the  fourth  theory, — that  of  Custom  or 
Association,  —  afford  a  better  solution.     The  attribute  of  neces- 
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gity  cannot  be  derived  from  custom.    Allow  the  force  of  custom  to 
be  great  as  may  be,  still  it  is  always  limited  to 

Ai^hittonttbJe^1Ve ~"  tne  CU8tomary>  an<i  tn€  customary  has  nothing 
whatever  in  it  of  the  necessary.  But  we  have 
here  to  account  not  for  a  strong,  but  for  an  absolutely  irresistible, 
belief.  On  this  theory,  also,  the  causal  judgment,  when  association 
is  recent,  should  be  weak,  and  should  only  gradually  acquire  its  full 
force  in  proportion  as  custom  becomes  inveterate.  But  do  we  find 
that  the  causal  judgment  is  weaker  in  the  young,  stronger  in  the 
old  ?  There  is  no  difference.  In  either  case  there  is  no  less  and  no 
more;  the  necessity  in  both  is  absolute.  Mr.  Hume  patronized  the 
opinion,  that  the  notion  of  causality  is  the  offspring  of  experience 
engendered  upon  custom.1  But  those  have  a  sorry  insight  into  the 
philosophy  of  that  great  thinker,  who  suppose  that  this  was  a  dog- 
matic theory  of  his  own.  On  the  contrary,  in  his  hands,  it  was  a 
mere  reduction  of  dogmatism  to  absurdity  by  showing  the  inconsis- 
tency of  its  results.  To  the  Lockian  sensualism,  Hume  proposed 
the  problem,  —  to  account  for  the  phenomenon  of  necessity  in  our 
notion  of  the  causal  nexus.  That  philosophy  afforded  no  other 
principle  through  which  even  the  attempt  at  a  solution  could  be 
made; — and  the  principle  of  custom,  Hume  shows,  could  not  fur- 
nish a  real  necessity.  The  alternative  was  plain.  Either  the  doc- 
trine of  sensualism  is* false,  or  our  nature  is  a  delusion.  Shallow 
thinkers  adopted  the  latter  alternative,  and  were  lost;  profound 
thinkers,  on  the  contrary,  were  determined  to  lay  a  deeper  founda- 
tion of  philosophy  than  that  of  thex  superficial  edifice  of  Locke;  and 
thus  it  is  that  Hume  became  the  cause  or  the  occasion  of  all  that  is 
of  principal  value  in  our  more  recent  metaphysics.  Hume  is  the 
parent  of  the  philosophy  of  Kant,  and,  through  Kant,  of  the  whole 
philosophy  of  Germany ;  he  is  the  parent  of  the  philosophy  of  Reid 
and  Stewart  in  Scotland,  and  of  all  that  is  of  preeminent  note  in 
the  metaphysics  of  France  and  Italy. — But  to  return. 

I  now  come  to  the  second  category  (B),  and  to  the  first  of  the 
four  particular  heads  which  it  likewise  contains, 

loTof  toteWtaownCl  —  the  °Pinion>  namely,  that  the  judgment,  that 
everything  that  begins  to  be  must  have  a  cause, 
is  a  simple  primary  datum,  a  positive  revelation  of  intelligence.  To 
this  head  are  to  be  referred  the  theories  on  causality  of  Descartes, 
Leibnitz,  Reid,  Stewart,  Kant,  Fichte,  Cousin,  and  the  majority  of 
recent  philosophers.    This  is  the  fifth  theory  in  order. 


1  (On  Hnme>f  theory,  See  Plainer,  FkU.  Apk.  q.  I.  $  860,  p.  486-6;  edit.  1708.] 
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Dr.  Brown  has  promulgated  a  doctrine  of  Causality,  which  may 

be  numbered  as  the  sixth ;  though  perhaps  it  is 

vi.  Expectation  of      h^iy  deserving  of  distinct  enumeration.    He 

the  constancy  of  na-  J  ° 

ture.  actually  identifies  the  causal  judgment,  which  to 

us  is  necessary,  with  the  principle  by  which  we 
are  merely  inclined  to  believe  in  the  uniformity  of  nature's  opera- 
tions. 

Superseding  any  articulate  consideration  of  this  opinion,  and  re- 
verting to  the  filth,  much  might  be  said  in  relation  to  the  several 
modifications  of  this  opinion,  as  held  by  different  philosophers ;  but 
I  must  content  myself  with  a  brief  criticism  of  the  doctrine  in  refer- 
ence to  its  most  general  features. 

Now  it  is  manifest,  that,  against  the  assumption  of  a  special  prin- 
ciple, which  this  doctrine  makes,  there  exists  a  primary  presumption 
of  philosophy.  This  is  the  law  of  Parcimony,  which  forbids,  without 
necessity,  the  multiplication  of  entities,  powers, 

Fifth  opinion  criti-      principles,  or  causes ;  above  ail  the  postulation  of 

Primary  presnmp-  an  unknown  force,  where  a  known  impotence  can 
tion  of  philosophy  account  for  the  effect.  We  are,  therefore,  enti- 
ajcainst  assumption  of  t\e^  to  appjy  Occam's  razor  to  this  theory  of 
2^1  ^  C  P  6  °  causality,  unless  it  be  proved  impossible  to  ex- 
plain the  causal  judgment  at  a  cheaper  rate,  by 
deriving  it  from  a  higher  and  that  a  negative  origin.  On  a  doctrine 
like  the  present  is  thrown  the  onus  of  vindicating  its  necessity,  by 
showing  that  unless  a  special  and  positive  principle  be  assumed,  there 
exists  no  competent  mode  to  save  the  phenomena.  It  can  only, 
therefore,  be  admitted  provisorily;  and  it  mils  of  course,  if  the  phe- 
nomenon it  would  explain  can  be  explained  on  less  onerous  conditions. 

Leaving,  therefore,  the  theory  to  stand  or  fell  according  as  the 

two  remaining  opinions  are  or  are  not  found 

MVt  '      e.  pJtI"!!ple      insufficient,  I  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 

of  Non-Contradiction.  ~  • 

these.  The  first,  —  the  seventh,  is  a  doctrine 
that  has  long  been  exploded.  It  attempts  to  establish  the  principle 
of  Causality  upon  the  principle  of  Contradiction.  Leibnitz  was  too 
acute  a  metaphysician  to  attempt  to  prove  the  principle  of  Sufficient 
Reason  or  Causality,  which  is  an  ampliative  or  synthetic  principle, 
by  the  principle  of  contradiction,  which  is  merely  explicative  or  ana- 
lytic. But  his  followers  were  not  so  wise.  Wolf;1  Baumgarten,* 
and  many  other  Leibnitzians,  paraded  demonstrations  of  the  law  of 
the  Sufficient  Reason  on  the  ground  of  the  law  of  Contradiction ; 

1  [Ontologia,  I  70.]  Zureiehendtr  GrmuL    Zedler,  Imfo*, •.  Oms- 

•  [Metaphysik,  $  13.]  [Cf.  Waloh,  Ladkon  «.     aaliuu.] 
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bat  the  reasoning  always  proceeds  on  the  covert  assumption  of  the 
very  point  in  question.  The  same  argument  is,  however,  at  an  ear- 
lier date,  to  be  found  in  Locke,1  and  modifications  of  it  in  Hobbcs* 
and  Clarke.3  Hume,4  who  was  only  aware  of  the  argument  as  in  the 
hands  of  the  English  metaphysicians,  has  given  it  a  refutation,  which 
has  earned  the  approbation  of  Reid ;  and  by  foreign  philosophers  its 
emptiness,  in  the  hands  of  the  Wolfian  metaphysicians,  has  frequently 
been  exposed.5  Listen  to  the  pretended  demonstration: — What- 
ever is  produced  without  a  cause,  is  produced  by  nothing ;  in  other 
words,  has  nothing  for  its  cause.  But  nothing 
laUacy  of  the  mp-  oan  nQ  more  De  a  cauga  th^  ft  can  ^  gomethinff. 
posed  demonstration.  ... 

The  same  intuition  that  makes  us  aware,  that 
nothing  is  not  something,  shows  us  that  everything  must  have  a 
real  cause  of  its  existence.  To  this  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the 
existence  of  causes  being  the  point  in  question,  the  existence  of 
causes  must  not  be  taken  for  granted,  in  the  very  reasoning  which 
attempts  to  prove  their  reality.  In  excluding  causes  we  exclude  all 
causes;  and  consequently  exclude  nothing  considered  as  a  cause ;  it 
is  not,  therefore,  allowable,  contrary  to  that  exclusion,  to  suppose 
nothing  as  a  cause,  and  then  from  the  absurdity  of  that  supposition 
to  infer  the  absurdity  of  the  exclusion  itself.  If  everything  must 
have  a  cause,  it  follows  that,  upon  the  exclusion  of  other  causes,  we 
must  accept  of  nothing  as  a  cause.  But  it  is  the  very  point  at  issue, 
whether  everything  must  have  a  cause  or  not ;  and,  therefore,  it 
violates  the  first  principles  of  reasoning  to  take  this  quaasitum  itself 
as  granted.  This  opinion  is  now  universally  abandoned. 
The  eighth  and  last  opinion  is  that  which  regards  the  judgment 
of  causality  as  derived ;  and  derives  it  not  from 
J1?'  J?e  !T  °f      *  power,  but  from  an  impotence,  of  mind;  in  a 

the  Conditioned.  r   ,       '  ,  .      .    ,     *V     ,      "l       -..  .  ,       -r 

word,  from  the  principle  of  the  Conditioned.  I 
do  not  think  it  possible,  without  a  detailed  exposition  of  the  various 
categories  of  thought,  to  make  you  fully  understand  the  grounds 
and  bearings  of  this  opinion.  In  attempting  to  explain,  you  must, 
therefore,  allow  me  to  tafce  for  granted  certain  laws  of  thought,  to 
which  I  have  only  been  able  incidentally  to  allude.    Those,  how- 

1  [Essay,  book  It.  o.  10,  $  8.     Works,  i.  p.  4  Treat  of  Hum.  Nature,  b.  i.  p.  Hi.  J  8,   Cf. 

204.]    [This  is  doubtless  the  passage  of  Locke  Reid,  Works,  p.  465.    Stewart,  Dissert.  Works, 

which  is  criticized  by  Hume  ( Treat,  of  Hum.  i  p.  441.— Ed 

Nat.,  b.  i.  p.  1.  §  3)5  but  it  will  hardly  bear  the  *  [See  Walch,  Lex  v.  ZmreUksnder  Grund. 

interpretation  put  npon  it  by  Hume  and  Sir  Biedermanni  Acta  SchoUutica,  t.  vii.  p.  120, 

W.  Hamilton.  —  Ed.]  Schwab,    Preisschrijlen   iiber   die    Metaphysik, 

*  Of  Liberty  and  Necessity,  Work*  edit.  Moles-  p.  140.    Loafau,  Leakon,  «.  CatmaUtm,  L  p. 

worth,  vol.  iv.  p.  276.  —  Ed.  660.] 

3  [Demonstration,  p.  0,  alibi.     See  also  S. 
(iravesande,  ItUrod.  ad  Phil  $  80.] 
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ever,  which  I  postulate,  are  such  as  are  now  generally  admitted  by 
all  philosophers  who  allow  the  mind  itself  to  be  a  source  of  cogni- 
tions ;  and  the  only  one  which  has  not  been  recognized  by  them, 
but  which,  as  I  endeavored  briefly  to  prove  to  you  in  my  last  Lec- 
ture, must  likewise  be  taken  into  account,  is  the  Law  of  the  Condi- 
tioned,—  the  law  that  the  conceivable  has  always  two  opposite 
extremes,  and  that  the  extremes  are  equally  inconceivable.  That 
the  Conditioned  is  to  be  viewed,  not  as  a  power,  but  as  a  powerlesa- 
ness,  of  mind,  is  evinced  by  this, — that  the  two  extremes  are  con- 
tradictories, and,  as  contradictories,  though  neither  alternative  can 
be  conceived,  —  thought  as  possible,  one  or  other  must  be  admitted 
to  be  necessary. 

Philosophers,  who  allow  a  native  principle  to  the  mind  at  all, 

allow  that  Existence  is  such  a  principle.    I  shall,  therefore,  take  for 

granted  Existence  as  the  highest  category  or  condition  of  thought. 

As  I  noticed  to  you  in  my  last  Lecture,1  no  thought  is  possible 

except  under  this  category.    All  that  we  per- 

Judgment  of  c«m-      oeive  or  imagine  as  different  from  us,  we  perceive 

ality,    how     deduoed  .  .        °      _.       .      ,  .  A1,r, 

from  this  law.  or  imagine  as  objectively  existent.    AH  that  we 

Categories  of  thought.      are  conscious  of  as  an  act  or  modification  of  selfj 
Existence  we  are  conscious  of  only  as  subjectively  exist- 

ent.   All  thought,  therefore,  implies  the  thought 
of  existence ;  and  this  is  the  veritable  exposition  of  the  entbymeme 
of  Descartes,  —  Cogito  ergo  sum.     I  cannot  think  that  I  think, 
without  thinking  that  I  exist,  —  I  cannot  be  conscious,  without 
being  conscious  that  I  am.    Let*  existence,  then,  be  laid  down  as  a 
necessary  form  of  thought.    As  a  second  category  or  subjective  con- 
dition of  thought,  I  postulate  that  of  Time. 
This,  likewise,  cannot  be  denied  me.    It  is  the. 
necessary  condition  of  every  conscious  act ;  thought  is  only  realized 
to  us  as  in  succession,  and  succession  is  only  conceived  by  us  under 
the  concept  of  time.    Existence  and  existence  in  Time  is  thus  an 
elementary  form  of  our  intelligence. 
But  we  do  not  conceive  existence  in  tinuB  absolutely  or  infinitely, 
—  we  conceive  it  only  as  conditioned  in  time: 

The  Conditioned.  ... 

and  Existence  Conditioned  in  Time  expresses, 
at  once  and  in  relation,  the  three  categories  of  thought,  which  afford 
us  in  combination  the  principle  of  Causality.  This  requires  some 
explanation. 

When  we  perceive  or  imagine  an  object,  we  perceive  or  imagine 
it —  1°,  As  existent,  and,  2°,  As  in  Time;  Existence  and  Time  be- 

1  P.  636.— Ed. 
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ing  categories  of  all  thought.    But  what  is  meant  by  saying,  I  per- 
ceive, or  imagine,  or,  in  general,  think,  an  ob- 


c<mdl-      ject  oniy  aa  J  perceive,  or  imagine,  or,  in  general, 

^r^TaftoZ      #think  h  *  exist ?    SimVl7 this ;— that,  as  think- 
ality.  ing  it,  I  cannot  but  think  it  to  exist,  in  other 

words,  that  I  cannot  annihilate  it  in  thought.  I 
may  think  away  from  it,  I  may  turn  to  other  things ;  and  I  can  thus 
exclude  it  from  my  consciousness ;  but,  actually  thinking  it,  I  can- 
not think  it  as  non-existent,  for  as  it  is  thought,  so  it  is  thought 
existent.  ! 

-__  But  a  thing  is  thought  to  exist,  only  as  it  is  thought  to  exist  in 
time.  Time  is  present,  past,  and  future.  We  cannot  think  an 
object  of  thought  as  non-existent  de  present^  —  as  actually  an  object 
of  thought.  Bui  can  we  think  that  quantum  of  existence  of  which 
an  object,  real  or  ideal,  is  the  complement,  as  non-existent,  either  in 
time  past,  or  in  time  future  ?  Make  the  experiment.  Try  to  think 
the  object  of  your  thought  as  non-existent  in  the  moment  before 
the  present.  —  Tou  cannot.  Try  it  in  the  moment  before  that.  — 
You  cannot.  Nor  can  you  annihilate  it  by  carrying  it  back  to  aily 
moment,  however  distant  in  the  past.  You  may  conceive  the  parts 
of  which  this  complement  of  existence  is  composed,  as  separated ; 
if  a  material  object,  you  can  think  it  as  shivered  to  atoms,  subli- 
mated into  aether ;  but  not  one  iota  of  existence  can  you  conceive 
as  annihilated,  which  subsequently  you  thought  to  exist.  In  like 
manner  try  the  future,  —  try  to  conceive  the  prospective  annihila- 
tion of  any  present  object,  —  of  any  atom  of  any  present  object.  — 
You  cannot.  All  this  may  be  possible,  but  of  it  we  cannot  think 
the  possibility.  But  if  you  can  thus  conceive  neither  the  absolute 
commencement  nor  the  absolute  termination  of  anything  that  is 
once  thought  to  exist,  try,  on  the  other  hand,  if  you  can  conceive 
the  opposite  alternative  of  infinite  non-commencement,  of  infinite 
non-termination.  To  this  you  are  equally  impotent.  This  is  the 
category  of  the  Conditioned,  as  applied  to  the  category  of  Exist- 
ence under  the  category  of  Time. 

But  in  this  application  is  the  principle  of  Causality  not  given? 
Why,  what  is  the  law  of  Causality?  Simply  this,  —  that  when  an 
object  is  presented  phenomenally  as  commencing,  we  cannot  but 
suppose  that  the  complement  of  existence,  which  it  now  contains, 
has  previously  been  ;  —  in  other  words,  that  all  that  we  at  present 
come  to  know  as  an  effect  must  previously  have  existed  in  its 
causes ;  though  what  these  causes  are  we  may  perhaps  be  altogether 
unable  even  to  surmise. 


LECTURE    XL 

THE  BBGULATIVE  FACULTY — LAW  OF  THE  CONDITIONED,  DT 
ITS  APPLICATIONS.  — CAUSALITY. 

Our  last  Lecture  was  principally  occupied  in  giving  a  systematic 
view  and  a  summary  criticism  of  the  various 

Recapitulation.  .   .  r     ,  .,  ,"  _.         .  .   .        - 

opinions  of  philosophers,  regarding  the  origin  of 
that  inevitable  necessity  of  our  nature,  which  compels  us  to  refuse 
any  real  commencement  of  existence  to  the  phenomena  which  arise 
in  and  around  us;  in  other  words,  that  necessity  of  our  nature, 
under  which  we  cannot  but  conceive  everything  that  occurs,  to  be 
an  effect,  that  is,  to  be  something  consequent,  which,  as  wholly 
derived  from,  may  be  wholly  refunded  into,  something  antecedent. 
The  opinions  of  philosophers  with  regard  to  the  genealogy  of  this 
claim  of  thought,  may  be  divided  into  two  mamma  gen/era  or  cate- 
gories ;  as  all  opinions  on  this  point  view  the  Causal  Judgment  either, 
1°,  As  resting  immediately  or  mediately  on  experience,  or  2°,  As  rest- 
ing immediately  or  mediately  on  a  native  principle  of  the  mind  itself; 
—  in  short,  all  theories  of  causality  make  it  either  a  posteriori  or 
Empirical,  or  make  it  a  priori  or  Pure. 

I  shall  not  again  enumerate  the  various  subordinate  doctrines  into 
which  the  former  category  is  subdivided ;  and,  in  relation  to  all  of 
these,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  they  are  one  and  all  wholly  worth- 
less, as  wholly  incapable  of  accounting  for  the  quality  of  necessity, 
by  which  we  are  conscious  that  the  causal  judgment  is  character- 
ized. 

The  opinions  which  fall  under  the  second  category  are  not  obnox- 
ious to  this  sweeping  objection  (except  Brown's),  as  they  are  all 
equally  competent  to  save  the  phenomenon  of  a  subjective  necessity. 
Of  the  three  opinions  (I  discount  Brown's)  under  this  head,  one 
supposes  that  the  law  of  Causality  is  a  positive  affirmation,  and  a 
primary  fact  of  thought,  incapable  of  all  further  analysis.  The  other 
two,  on  the  contrary,  view  it  as  a  negative  principle,  and  as  capable 
of  resolution  into  a  higher  law. 
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Of  these,  the  first  opinion  (the  sixth)  is  opposed  in  limine,  by  the 
presumption  of  philosophy  against  the  multiplication  of  special  prin- 
ciples. By  the  law  of  Parcimony,  the  assumption  of  a  special  prin- 
ple  can  only  be  legitimated  by  its  necessity ;  and  that  necessity  only 
emerges  if  the  phenomenon  to  be  explained  can  be  explained  by  no 
known  and  ordinary  causes.  The  possible  validity  of  this  theory, 
therefore,  depends  on  the  two  others  being  actually  found  incom- 
petent As  postulating  no  special,  no  new,  no  positive  principle,  and 
professing  to  account  for  the  phenomenon  upon  a  common  and  a 
negative  ground,  they  possess  a  primary  presumption  in  their  favor ; 
and  if  one  or  other  be  found  to  afford  us  a  possible  solution  of  the 
problem,  we  need  not,  nay,  we  are  not  entitled  to,  look  beyond. 

Of  these  two  theories,  the  one  (the  seventh)  attempts  to  analyze 
the  principle  of  Causality  into  the  principle  of  Contradiction ;  the 
other  (the  eighth),  into  the  principle  of  the  Conditioned.  The  for- 
mer has  been  long  exploded,  and  is  now  universally  abandoned.  The 
attempt  to  demonstrate  that  a  negation  of  causes  involves  an  affirma- 
tion of  two  contradictory  propositions,  has  been  shown  to  be  delu- 
sive, as  the  demonstration  only  proceeds  on  a  virtual  assumption  of 
the  point  in  question.  The  field,  therefore,  is  left 
The  law  of  Causality      Q       for  the  last  /the  eighth),  which  endeavors  to 

constituted  by  the  law  ,  .  \  ,        °- - '       ..  . 

of  the  Conditioned.  analyze  the  mental  law  of  Causality  into  the  men- 
tal law  of  the  Conditioned.  This  theory,  which 
has  not  hitherto  been  proposed,  is  recommended  by  its  extreme 
simplicity.  It  postulates  no  new,  no  special,  no  positive  principle.  It 
only  supposes  that  the  mind  is  limited ;  and  the  law  of  limitation,  the 
law  of  the  Conditioned,  in  one  of  its  applications, 
di^ledWOftheC°n"  constitutes  the  law  of  Causality.  The  mind  is 
necessitated  to  think  certain  forms;  and,  under 
these  forms,  thought  is  only  possible  in  the  interval  between  two 
contradictory  extremes,  both  of  which  are  absolutely  inconceivable, 
but  one  of  which,  on  the  principle  of  Excluded  Middle,  is  necessarily 
true.  In  reference  to  the  present  subject,  it  is  only  requisite  to  spec- 
ify two  of  these  forms,  —  Existence  and  Time.  I  showed  you  that 
thought  is  only  possible  under  the  native  conceptions,  —  the  a  priori 
forms, — of  existence  and  time;  in  other  words,  the  notions  of  ex- 
istence and  time  are  essential  elements  of  every  act  of  intelligence. 
But  while  the  mind  is  thus  astricted  to  certain  necessary  modes 
or  forms  of  thought,  in  these  forms  it  can  only  think  under  certain 
conditions.  Thus,  while  obliged  to  think  under  the  thought  of  time, 
it  cannot  conceive,  on  the  one  hand,  the  absolute  commencement  of 
time,  and  it  cannot  conceive,  on  the  other,  the  infinite  non-commence- 
ment of  time ;  in  like  manner,  on  the  one  hand,  it  cannot  conceive 
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an  absolute  minimum  of  time,  nor  yet,  on  the  other,  can  it  conceive 
the  infinite  divisibility  of  time.  Tet  these  form  two  pairs  of  contra- 
dictories, that  is,  of  counter-propositions,  which,  if  our  intelligence 
be  not  all  a  lie,  cannot  both  be  true,  but  of  which,  on  the  same 
authority,  one  necessarily  must  be  true-  This  proves  :  1°,  That  it  is 
not  competent  to  argue,  that  what  cannot  be  comprehended  as  pos- 
sible by  us,  is  impossible  in  reality ;  and  2°,  That  the  necessities  of 
thought  are  not  always  positive  powers  of  cognition,  but  often 
negative  inabilities  to  know.  The  law  of  mind,  that  all  that  is  pos- 
itively conceivable,  lies  in  the  interval  between  two  inconceivable 
extremes,  and  which,  however  palpable  when  stated,  has  never  been 
generalized,  as  far  as  I  know,  by  any  philosopher,  I  call  the  Law  or 
Principle  of  the  Conditioned. 

Thus,  the  whole  phenomenon  of  causality  seems  to  me  to  be  noth- 
ing more  than  the  law  of  the  Conditioned,  in  its 
This  law  in  its  «p-  application  to  a  thing  thought  under  the  form  or 
plication  to  a  thing  mental  category  of  Existence,  and  under  the 
In^andT^^  form  or  mental  category  of  Time.  We  cannot 
the  phenomenon  of  know,  we  cannot  think  a  thing,  except  as  exist- 
CavMiity.  ing,  that  is,  under  the  category  of  existence ;  and 

we  cannot  know  or  think  a  thing  as  existing,  ex- 
cept in  time.  Now  the  application  of  the  law  of  the  conditioned  to 
any  object,  thought  as  existent,  and  thought  as  in  time,  will  give  us 
at  once  the  phenomenon  of  causality.  And  thus :  —  An  object  is 
given  us,  either  by  sense  or  suggestion,  —  imagination.  As  known, 
we  cannot  but  think  it  existent,  and  in  time.  But  to  say  that 
we  cannot  but  think  it  to  exist,  is  to  say,  that  we  are  unable 
to  think  it  non-existent,  that  is,  that  we  are  unable  to  annihilate 
it  in  thought.  And  this, we  cannot  do.  We  may  turn  aside  from 
it;  we  may  occupy  our  attention  with  other  objects;  and  we 
may  thus  exclude  it  from  our  thoughts.  This  is  certain :  we  need 
not  think  it ;  but  it  is  equally  certain,  that  thinking  it,  we  cannot 
think  it  not  to  exist.  This  will  be  at  once  admitted  of  the  present ; 
but  it  may  possibly  be  denied  of  the  past  and  future.  But  if  we 
make  the  experiment,  we  shall  find  the  mental  annihilation  of  an 
object  equally  impossible  under  time  past,  present,  or  future.  To 
obviate  misapprehension,  however,  I  must  make 
Annihilation   and      a  yerv  B;mpie  observation.    When  I  say  that  it 

Creation. —  as      con-        .    •  ...  ..  ..  v  .         .       .  . 

ceived  by  as  1S  imP0881Dle  to  annihilate  an  object  in  thought — 

in  other  words,  to  conceive  it  as  non-existent,  — 
it  is  of  course  not  meant  that  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  the  object 
wholly  changed  in  form.  We  can  figure  to  ourselves  the  elements 
of  which  it  is  composed,  distributed  and  arranged  and  modified 
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in  ten  thousand  farms,  —  we  can  imagine  anything  of  it,  short  of 
annihilation.  Bat  the  complement,  the  quantum,  of  existence,  which 
is  realized  in  any  object,  —  that  we  can  represent  to  ourselves, 
either  as  increased,  without  abstraction  from  other  bodies,  or  as 
diminished,  without  addition  to  them.  In  short,  we  are  unable  to 
construe  it  in  thought,  that  there  can  be  an  atom  absolutely  added 
to,  or  an  atom  absolutely  taken  away  from,  existence  in  general. 
Make  the  experiment.  Form  to  yourselves  a  notion  of  the  universe ; 
now  can  you  conceive  that  the  quantity  of  existence,  of  which  the 
universe  is  the  sum,  is  either  amplified  or  diminished  ?  You  can 
conceive  the  creation  of  a  world  as  lightly  as  you  conceive  the 
creation  of  an  atom.  But  what  is  a  creation  ?  It  is  not  the  springing 
of  nothing  into  something.  Far  from  it :  —  it  is  conceived,  and  is  by 
us  conceivable,  merely  as  the  evolution  of  a  new  form  of  existence, 
by  the  fiat  of  the  Deity.  Let  us  suppose  the  very  crisis  of  creation. 
Can  we  realize  it  to  ourselves,  in  thought,  that,  the  moment  after  the 
universe  came  into  manifested  being,  there  was  a  larger  complement 
of  existence  in  the  universe  and  its  Author  together,  than  there  was 
the  moment  before,  in  the  Deity  himself  alone  ?  This  we  cannot 
imagine.  What  I  have  now  said  of  our  conceptions  of  creation, 
holds  true  of  our  conceptions  of  annihilation.  We  can  conceive  no 
real  annihilation,  —  no  absolute  sinking  of  something  into  nothing. 
Bat,  as  creation  is  cogitable  by  us  only  as  an  exertion  of  divine 
power,  so  annihilation  is  only  to  be  conceived  by  us  as  a  withdrawal 
of  the  divine  support.  All  that  there  is  now  actually  of  existence  in 
the  universe,  we  conceive  as  having  virtually  existed,  prior  to  crea- 
tion, in  the  Creator;  and  in  imagining  the  universe  to  be  annihilated 
by  its  Author,  we  can  only  imagine  this,  as  the  retractation  of  an 
outward  energy  into  power.  All  this  shows  how  impossible  it  is  for 
the  human  mind  to  think  aught  that  it  thinks,  as  non-existent  either 
in  time  past  or  in  time  future. 

[  *  Our  inability  to  think,  what  we  have  once  conceived  existent  in 

Time,  as  in  time  becoming  non-existent,  corre- 

Onr  inability  to  think      sponds  with  our  inability  to  think,  what  we  have 

augbt  a«  extruded  from      conceived  existent  in  Space,  as  in  space  becoming 

mZ^i^mpr^!.      non-existent.    We  cannot  realize  it  to  thought, 

fiwuty.  that  a  thing  should  be  extruded,  either  from  the 

one  quantity  or  the  other.    Hence,  under  exten- 
sion, the  law  of  Ultimate  Incompressibility ;  under  protension,  the 
law  of  Cause  and  Effect.] 
We  have  been  hitherto  speaking  only  of  one  inconceivable  extreme 

1  Supplied  from  Discussions,  p.  620.  —  Ed. 
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of  the  conditioned,  in  its  application  to  the  category  of  existence  in  the 

category  of  time,  —  the  extreme  of  absolute  com- 

Tb«  infinite  regit**      menoement ;  the  other  is  equally  inoompreheo- 

of  Time  no  les.  inoon-      ^    ^  .    ^  extreme  of  infinite  regress  or 

oeivable  than  its  ab-  ° 

Minteoommenoement.      non-commencement.    With  this  latter  we  have, 

however,  at  present  nothing  to  do.     [ 1  Indeed, 

as  not  obtrusive,  the  Infinite  figures  far  less  in  the  theatre  of  mind, 

and  exerts  a  far  inferior  influence  in  the  modification  of  thought, 

than  the  Absolute.     It  is,  in  feet,  both  distant  and  delitescent ;  and 

in  place  of  meeting  us  at  every  turn,  it  requires  some  exertion  on  our 

part  to  seek  it  out.]    It  is  the  former  alone,  — it  is  the  inability  we 

experience  of  annihilating  in  thought  an  exist- 

Our  inability  to  wro-      ence  in  time  past,  in  other  words,  our  utter  im- 

ceive  exfetenoa  aa  ab-      potenoe  of  conceiving  its  absolute  oommence- 

lilT^^tbe  ment»  that  COMtitutea  »nd  explains  the  whole 
phenomenon  of  caua-  phenomenon  of  causality.  An  object  is  pre- 
aUty.  rented  to  our  observation  which  has  phenom- 

enally begun  to  be.  Well,  we  cannot  realize 
it  in  thought  that  the  object,  that  is,  this  determinate  complement 
of  existence,  had  really  no  being  at  any  past  moment ;  because  this 
supposes  that,  once  thinking  it  as  existent,  we  could  again  think  it  as 
non-existent,  which  is  for  ns  impossible.  What,  then,  can  we  do  ? 
That  the  phenomenon  presented  to  ns  began,  as  a  phenomenon,  to 
be,  — this  we  know  by  experience;  but  that  the  elements  of  its 
existence  only  began,  when  the  phenomenon  they  constitute  came 
into  being,  —  this  we  are  wholly  unable  to  represent  in  thought.  In 
these  circumstances,  how  do  we  proceed  ?  —  How  must  we  proceed  ? 
There  is  only  one  possible  mode.  We  are  compelled  to  believe  that 
the  object  (that  is,  a  certain  quale  and  quantum  of  being)  whose 
phenomenal  rise  into  existence  we  have  witnessed,  did  really  exist, 
prior  to  this  rise,  under  other  forms ;  *  [and  by^brm,  be  it  observed, 
I  mean  any  mode  of  existence,  conceivable  by  us  or  not].  But  to 
say  that  a  thing  previously  existed  under  different  forms,  is  only  in 
other  words  to  say,  that  a  thing  had  causes.  I  have  already  noticed 
to  you  the  error  of  philosophers  in  supposing, 
of  Second  Caoaea      that  anything  can  have  a  single  cause.      Of 

there  must  be  at  leaat        ^  j  k        ■     q{  g^^  Caugeg<      Qf  the 

a  concurrence  of  two,  ,         '      .       _',  -  .,  , 

to  constitute  an  effect      causation  of  the  Deity  we  can  form  no  possible 

conception.     Of  second  causes,  I  say,  there  must 

almost  always  be  at  least  a  concurrence  of  two  to  constitute  an  effect. 

'  Take  the  example  of  vapor.    Here  to  say  that  heat  is  the  cause  of 

evaporation,  is  a  very  inaccurate,  —  at  least  a  very  inadequate  ex- 

1  Supplied  from  Discussions,  p.  621.—  Ed.        3  Supplied  from  Discussions,  p.  621.  —  Ed. 
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pression.  Water  is  as  much  the  cause  of  evaporation  as  heat  But 
heat  and  water  together  are  the  causes  of  the  phenomenon.  Nay, 
there  is  a  third  concause  which  we  have  forgot,  —  the  atmosphere. 
Now,  a  cloud  is  the  result  of  these  three  concurrent  causes  or  con- 
stituents ;  and,  knowing  this,  we  find  no  difficulty  in  carrying  hack 
the  complement  of  existence,  which  it  contains  prior  to  its  appear- 
ance. But  on  the  hypothesis,  that  we  are  not  aware  what  are  the 
real  constituents  or  causes  of  the  cloud,  the  human  mind  must  still 
perforce  suppose  some  unknown,  some  hypothetical,  antecedents,  into 
which  it  mentally  refunds  all  the  existence  which  the  cloud  is  thought 
to  contain. 
Nothing  can  be  a  greater  error  in  itself  or  a  more  fertile  cause  of 
delusion,  than  the  common  doctrine,  that  the 
To  Hippon  flu*  ihb  causal  judgment  is  elicited  only  when  we  appre- 
cftoaai  judgment   to       nend  objects  in  consecution,  and  uniform  conse- 

elicited  only  by  objects  ^„  »         ,  .  *         , 

in  uniform  oonsecn-  cution.  Of  course,  the  observation  of  such  suc- 
tion, to  eiToneous.  cession  prompts  and  enables  us  to  assign  particu- 
lar causes  to  particular  effects.  But  this  consid- 
eration ought  to  be  carefully  distinguished  from  the  law  of  Caus- 
ality, absolutely,  which  consist*  not  in  the  empirical  attribution  of 
this  phenomenon,  as  cause,  to  that  phenomenon  as  effect,  but  in 
the  universal  necessity  of  which  we  are  conscious,  to  think  causes 
for  every  event,  whether  that  event  stand  isolated  by  itself,  and 
be  by  us  referable  to  no  other,  or  whether  it  be  one  in  a  series  of 
successive  phenomena,  which,  as  it  were,  spontaneously  arrange 
themselves  under  the  relation  of  effect  and  cause.  [2Of  no  phe- 
nomenon, as  observed,  need  we  think  the  cause ;  but  of  every  phe- 
nomenon, must  we  think  a  cause.  The  former  we  may  learn 
through  a  process  of  .induction  and  generalization;  the  latter  we 
must  always  and  at  onoe  admit,  constrained  by  the  condition  of 
Relativity.  On  this,  not  sunken  rock,  Dr.  Brown  and  others  have 
been  shipwrecked.] 

This  doctrine  of  Causality  seems  to  me  preferable  to  any  other, 
for  the  following,  among  other,  reasons: 

In  the  first  place,  to  explain  the  phenomenon  of  the  Causal 
Judgment,  it  postulates  no  new,  no  extraordi- 

The  author*  doo-      nary,  no  express   principle.    It  does  not  even 
trine  of  Causality,  to      found  upon  a  positive  power ;  for,  while  it  shows 

1°.  From  itBBimpiic-      *nat  tne  phenomenon  in  question  is  only  one  of 
ity.  a  class,  it  assigns,  as  their  common  cause,  only 

a  negative  impotence.    In  this,  it  stands  advan- 
tageously contrasted  with  the  one  other  theory  which  saves  the 

l  Supplied  from  Discutsums,  p.  698.  —Ed. 
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phenomenon,  but  which  saves  it  only  by  the  hypothesis  of  a  special 
principle,  expressly  devised  to  account  for  this  phenomenon  alone. 
Nature  never  works  by  more,  and  more  complex  instruments  than 
are  necessary; — pySfc'  vtptrw ;  and  to  assume  a  particular  force,  to 
perform  what  can  be  better  explained  by  a  general  imbecility,  is 
contrary  to  every  rale  of  philosophizing. 
Bat,  in  the  second  place,  if  there  be  postulated  an  express  and 
positive  affirmation  of  intelligence  to  account 

oilm  ATertlng  skeptl-        ^p  ^    g^    ^^  eajgbeaieB   cum^    absolutely 

commence,  we  must  equally  postulate  a  counter 
affirmation  of  intelligence,  positive  and  express,  to  explain  the  coun- 
ter fact*  that  existence  cannot  infinitely  not  commence.    The  one 
necessity  of  mind  is  equally  strong  as  the  other;  and  if  the  one  be 
a  positive  doctrine,  an  express  testimony  of  intelligence,  so  also 
must  be  the  other.    But  they  are  contradictories;  and,  as  contra- 
dictories, they  cannot  both  be  true.    On  this  theory,  therefore,  the 
root  of  our  nature  is  a  lie !    By  the  doctrine,  on  the  contrary,  which 
I  propose,  these  contradictory  phenomena  are  carried  up  into  the 
common  principle  of  a  limitation  of  our  faculties.     Intelligence  is 
shown  to  be  feeble,  but  not  false ;  our  nature  is,  thus,  not  a  lie,  nor 
the  Author  of  our  nature  a  deceurer. 
In  the  third  place,  this  simpler  and  easier  doctrine  avoids  a  seri- 
ous inconvenience,  which  attaches  to  the  more 
s°.  Avoiding  the  *i-      difficult  and  complex.    It  is  this :— To  suppose 

ternative*  of  fatalism  ,A.  ,      r     .  ,        .      .    ,         -  i£       • 

or  inconsistency.  a  po«ture  and  special  principle  of  causality,  is 

to  suppose,  that  there  is  expressly  revealed  to 
us,  through  intelligence,  the  fact  that  there  is  no  free  causation,  that 
is,  that  there  is  no  cause  which  is  not  itself  merely  an  effect;  exist- 
ence being  only  a  series  of  determined  antecedents  and  determined 
consequents.  But  this  is  an  assertion  of  Fatalism.  Such,  however, 
most  of  the  patrons  of  that  doctrine  will  not  admit.  The  assertion 
of  absolute  necessity,  they  are  aware,  is  virtually  the  negation  of  a 
moral  universe,  consequently  of  the  Moral  Governor  of  a  moral 
universe ;  in  a  word,  Atheism.  Fatalism  and  Atheism  are,  indeed, 
convertible  terms.  The  only  valid  arguments  for  the  existence  of  a 
God,  and  for  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  rest  on  the  ground  of 
man's  moral  nature  j1  consequently,  if  that  moral  nature  be  annihk 
lated,  which  in  any  scheme  of  necessity  it  is,  every  conclusion, 
established  on  such  a  nature,  is  annihilated  also.  Aware  of  this, 
some  of  those  who  make  the  judgment  of  causality  a  special  prin- 
ciple,—  a  positive  dictate  of  intelligence, — find  themselves  com- 
pelled, in  order  to  escape  from  the  consequences  of  their  doctrine* 

l  See  above,  lect  ii.  p.  18  ei  uq  —  Ed. 
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to  deny  that  this  dictate,  though  universal  in  its  deliverance,  should 
be  allowed  to  hold  universally  true ;  and,  accordingly,  they  would 
exempt  from  it  the  facts  of  volition.  Will,  they  hold  to  be  a  free 
cause,  that  is,  a  cause  which  is  not  an  effect ;  in  other  words,  they 
attribute  to  will  the  power  of  absolute  origination.  But  here  their 
own  principle  of  causality  is  too  strong  for  them.  They  say,  that  it 
is  unconditionally  given,  as  a  special  and  positive  law  of  intelligence, 
that  every  origination  is  only  an  apparent,  not  a  real,  commence- 
ment. Now  to  exempt  certain  phenomena  from  this  law,  for  the 
sake  of  our  moral  consciousness,  cannot  validly  be  done.  For,  in 
the  first  place,  this  would  be  to  admit  that  the  mind  is  a  comple- 
ment of  contradictory  revelations.  If  mendacity  be  admitted  of 
some  of  our  mental  dictates,  we  cannot  vindicate  veracity  to  any. 
"Falsus  in  uno,  falsus  in  omnibus."  Absolute  skepticism  is  hence 
the  legitimate  conclusion.  But,  in  the  second  place,  waiving  this 
conclusion,  what  right  have  we,  on  this  doctrine,  to  subordinate  the 
positive  affirmation  of  causality  to  our  consciousness  of  moral  lib- 
erty,— what  right  have  we,  for  the  interest  of  the  latter,  to  derogate 
from  the  universality  of  the  former?  We  have  none.  If  both  are 
equally  positive,  we  have  no  right  to  sacrifice  to  the  other  the  alter- 
native, which  our  wishes  prompt  us  to  abandon. 

But  the  doctrine  which  I  propose  is  not  exposed  to  these  difficul- 
ties.   It  does  not-fuppose  that  the  judgment  of 
Advantage*  of  the      Causality  is  founded  on  a  power  of  the  mind 

Author's  doctrine  flir-        A  .  .  .  A        ,     A    , 

ther  shown.  *°  recoSnlz^  **  necessary  m  thought  what  is 

necessary  in  the  universe  of  existence;  it,  on 
the  contrary,  founds  this  judgment  merely  on  the  impotence  of  the 
mind  to  conceive  either  of  two  contradictories,  and,  as  one  or  other 
of  two  contradictories  must  be  true,  though  both  cannot,  it  shows 
that  there  is  no  ground  for  inferring  from  the  inability  of  the  mind 
to  conceive  an  alternative  as  possible,  that  such  alternative  is  really 
impossible.  At  the  same  time,  if  the  causal  judgment  be  not  an 
affirmation  of  mind,  but  merely  an  incapacity  of  positively  thinking 
the  contrary,  it  follows  that  such  a  negative  judgment  cannot  stand 
in  opposition  to  the  positive  consciousness, — the  affirmative  deliver- 
ance, that  we  are  truly  the  authors, — the  responsible  originators,  of 
our  actions,  and  not  merely  links  in  the  adamantine  series  of  effects 
and  causes.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  only  on  this  doctrine  that 
we  can  philosophically  vindicate  the  liberty  of  the  will, —  that  we 
can  rationally  assert  to  man  a  "fatis  avolsa  voluntas."  How  the 
will  can  possibly  be  free  must  remain  to  us,  under  the  present  limi- 
tation of  our  faculties,  wholly  incomprehensible.  We  cannot  con- 
ceive, absolute  commencement;  we  cannot,  therefore,  conceive  a  free 
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volition.  Bat  as  little  can  we  conceive  the  alternative  on  which 
liberty  is  denied,  on  which  necessity  is  affirmed.  And  in  favor  of 
our  moral  nature,  the  fact  that  we  are  free,  is  given  us  in  the  con- 
sciousness of  an  uncompromising  law  of  Duty,  in  the  consciousness 
of  our  moral  accountability ;  and  this  fact  of  liberty  cannot  be 
redargued  on  the  ground,  that  it  is  incomprehensible,  for  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Conditioned  proves,  against  the  necessitarian*  that 
something  may,  nay  must,  be  true,  of  which  the  mind  is  wholly 
unable  to  construe  to  itself  the  possibility  ;  whilst  it  shows  that  the 
objection  of  incomprehensibility  applies  no  less  to  the  doctrine  of 
fatalism  than  to  the  doctrine  of  moral  freedom.  If  the  deduction, 
therefore,  of  the  Causal  Judgment,  which  I  have  attempted,  should 
speculatively  prove  correct,  it  will,  I  think,  afford  a  securer  and  more 
satisfactory  foundation  for  our  practical  interests,  than  any  other 
which  has  ever  yet  been  promulgated,1 

1  Here,  in  the  manuscript,  ocoora  the  fol-  these  Lectures.    Tt  will  also  be  observed  that 

lowing  sentence,  with  mark  of  deletion:—  Sir.  W.  Hamilton  does  not  pursue  the  appli- 

"  But  of  this  we  shall  have  to  speak,  when  we  cation  of  the  Law  of  the  Conditioned  to  toe 

consider  the  question  of  the  Liberty  or  Ne-  principle  of  Substance  and  Pbjenomenon,  as 

oesalty  of  our  Volitions,  under  the  Third  proposed  at  the  outset  of  the  discussion.    See 

Great  Class  of  the  Mental  Phenomena, — the  above,  p.  682.    On  Causality,  and  on  Liberty 

Con  stive."    The  author  does  not,  however,  and  Necessity,  see  further  in  Discussions,  p. 

resume  the  consideration  of  this  question  in  685  tf  seq  i  and  Appendix  vi. — J£d. 


LECTTJKE    XLI. 

SECOND  GREAT  CLASS  OF  MENTAL  PHENOMENA  —  THE  FEEL- 
INGS; THEIR  CHARACTER,  AND  RELATION  TO  THE  COGNI- 
TIONS AND  CONATIONS. 

Having  concluded  our  consideration  of  the  First  Great  Class  of 
the  Phenomena  revealed  to  us  by  conscious- 
Second  Great  Claw      ness,— the  phaanomena  of  knowledge,—  we  are 

of  mental  phenomena,  Vm 

—the Feelings.'  now  to  en^er  on  tne  Second  of  these  Classes, — 

the  class  which  comprehends  the  phenomena  of 

Pleasure'  and  Pain,  or,  in  a  single  word,  the  phenomena  of  Feeling.1 

Before,  however,  proceeding  tg  a  discussion  of  this  class  of  mental 

appearances,  considered  in  themselves,  there  are  several  questions 

of  a  preliminary  character,  which  it  is  proper  to  dispose  of.     Of 

these,  two  naturally  present  themselves  in  the 

Two    preliminary  threshold  of  our  inquiry.     The  first  is,— 

questions      regarding  ( 

the  Feelings.  Do  tne  phenomena  of  Pleasure  and  Pain  con- 

stitute a  distinct  order  of  internal  states,  so  that 
we  are  warranted  in  establishing  the  capacity  of  Feeling  as  one  of 
the  fundamental  powers  of  the  human  mind  ? 

The  second  is, —  In  what  position  do  the  Feelings  stand  by  refer- 
ence to  the  Cognitions  and  the  Conations;  and,  in  particular, 
whether  ought  the  Feelings  or  the  Conations  to  be  considered  first, 
in  the  order  of  science  ? 

Of  these  questions,  the  former  is  by  no  means  one  that  can  be 

either  superseded  or  lightly  dismissed.    This  is 

l.  Dothepiwnomena      shown,  both  by  the  very  modern  date  at  which 

of  Pleasure  and  Pain  •  i      •       <•    *      -n     i*  >  i 

oonstituteadistinetor.  the  analy81s  of  the  Feelings  into  a  separate  class 
deroi  internal  states?  of  phenomena  was  proposed,  and  by  the  contro- 
versy to  which  this  analysis  has  given  birth. 
Until  a  very  recent  epoch,  the  feelings  were  not  recognized  by 
any  philosopher  as  the  manifestations  of  any  fundamental  power. 
The  distinction  taken  in  the  Peripatetic    School,  by  which  the 

l  see  above,  toot  xi.  p.  195.—  £ik 
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mental  modifications  were  divided  into  Gnostic  or  Cognitive,  and 

Orectic  or  Appetent,  and  the  consequent  reduc- 

The  Feelings  were      non  0f  all  the  faculties  to  the  Facultaa  cogno- 

^ni^SowoTwy  scenf{  fnd  the  Facu*ta*  appetendi,  was  the 
fundamental  power,  distinction  which  was  long  most  universally 
until  a  very  recent  pe-  prevalent,  though  under  various,  but  usually 
riod  less  appropriate,  denominations.    For  example, 

ofI^^nwta?T,h»!  tne  modem  distribution  of  the  mental  powers 
nomena.  luto  those  of  the  Understanding  and  those  of  the 

Will,  or  into  Powers  Speculative  and  Powers 
Active, —  these  are  only  very  inadequate,  and  very  incorrect,  ver- 
sions of  the  Peripatetic  analysis,  which,  as  far  as  it  went,  was  laud- 
able for  its  conception,  and  still  more  laudable  for  its  .expression. 
But  this  Aristotelic  division  of  the  internal  states,  into  the  two 
categories  of  Cognitions  and  of  Appetencies,  is  exclusive  of  the 
Feelings,  as  a  class  coordinate  with  the  two  other  genera ;  nor  waa 
there,  in  antiquity,  any  other  philosophy  which  accorded  to  the 
feelings  the  rank  denied  to  them  in  the  analysis  of  the  Peripatetic 
school.  An  attempt  has,  indeed,  been  made  to  show  that,  by  Plato, 
the  capacity  of  Feeling  waa  regarded  as  one  of  the  three  funda- 
mental powers ;  but  it  is  only  by  a  total  perversion  of  Plato's  lan- 
guage, by  a  total  reversion  of  the  whole  analogy  of  his  psychology, 
that  any  color  can  be  given  to  this  opinion.     Kant,  as  I  have 

formerly  observed,  was  the  philosopher  to  whom 

Recognition  of  the      we  owe  ^g  tri-logical  classification.     But  it 

pnTioeophen.  m     "*      ought  to  be  stated,  that  Kant  only  placed  the 

keystone  in  the  arch,  which  had  been  raised  by 
previous  philosophers  among  his  countrymen.  The  phenomena  of 
Feeling  had,  for  thirty  years  prior  to  the  reduction  of  Kant,  attracted 

the  attention  of  the  German  psychologists,  and 

Sniier.  HendeiMohn.      j^  ^y  tnem  been  considered  as  a  separate  class 

Ebernard.  Plainer.         °^  menta^  states.    This  had  been  done  by  Sulzer1 

in  1751,  by  Mendelssohn*  in  1763,  by  Kaestner* 
in  1763  (?),  by  Meiners4  in  1773,  by  Eberhard*  in  1776,  and  by 

1  See  VntersuehttHg  lifer  den   Ursprung  der  Suiter;   otwe  du  Reflexion*  tur  POrigme  du 

angenekmtn  utut  unangenehmen  Emjifindungen ;  Plai*ir>  par  M.  Kawtner,  de  l'Aoadftmie  Royal© 

lint  published  in  the  Memoirs  of  the  Berlin  de  Berlin,  1767,  first  published  in  the  Memoirs 

Academy,  In  1751  and  1763.    See  Verm.  pAUos.  of  the  Academy  In  1740.    See  below,  p.  ML 

Scan/tea,  v.  I.  p.  1.    Leipsio,  MOO.    Cf.  his  —Ed. 

Allgcnuine  Tkeorie  der  schOnen  KUnste,  1771.  —  *  See  Abnu  der  Psyehologi*,  1778.—  Ed. 

Ed.    [For  a  summary  and  criticism  of  the  'See  ABgemeine    TtuorU  de*  Denkens  vnd 

former  work,  see  Beinhold,  tiler  di*  buherigen  Bmnfindetu,  read  before  the  Royal  Society  of 

Begnffe  vom  VergnVgem,    Ynmmhtt  flMrptm,  Berlin  in  1776;  new  edit.  1786.    Cf.  Theorisder 

i.p.296.    Jena,  1796.]  «*ftu»  TOumeaa/lm,  2d  edit    Halle,  1736.— 

*  Brief*  Vber  die  Empjktthngm,  1766.  —Ed.  Ed. 

*  See  NomeUe  Tkeurie  du  Houtrt,  par  M. 
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Platner1  in  1780  (?).    It  remained,  however,  for  Kant  to  establish, 
by  his  authority,  the  decisive  trichotomy  of  the 
Kant, -the  first  to      mental  powers.     In  his  Critique  of  Judgment 
omj  •£  the  mental       (I&itik  der  Urtheitekrqft),  and,  likewise,  in  his 
power*.  Anthropology,  he  treats   of  the  capacities   of 

Feeling,  apart  from,  and  along  with,  the  facul- 
ties of  Cognition  and  Conation.8    At  the  same  time,  he  called 
attention  to  their  great  importance  in  the  philosophy  of  mind, 
and  more  precisely  and  more  explicitly  than  any  of  his  prede- 
cessors did  he  refer  them  to  a  particular  power, —  a  power  whicl^ 
constituted  one  o    the  three  fundamental  phenomena  of  mind. 
This  important   innovation  necessarily  gave  rise  to  controversy. 
It  is  true  that  the  Kantian  reduction  was  ad- 
Kant's     doctrine      netted,  not  only  by  the  great  majority  of  those 

•ontroverted  by  some  ,         . *„  ,      ,        .  7.  ,  .  ,      tr  ,      , 

philosophers  of  note.  wno  followed  the  impulsion  which  Kant  had 
given  to  philosophy,  but,  likewise,  by  the  great 
majority  of  the  psychologists  of  Germany,  who  ranged  themselves 
in  hostile  opposition  to  the  principles  of  the  Critical  School.  A 
reaction  was,  however,  inevitable;  and  while,  on  the  one  hand, 
the  greater  number  were  disposed  to  recognize  the  Feelings  in 
their  new  rank,  as  one  of  the  three  grand  classes  of  the  mental 
phenomena;  a  smaller  number,  —  but  among  them  some  philos- 
ophers of  no  mean  account,  —  endeavored,  however  violent  the 
procedure,  to  reannex  them,  as  secondary  manifestations,  to  one 
or  other  of  the  two  coordinate  classes,  —  the  Cognitions  and  the 
Conations. 
Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  objections  to  the  classification 
in  question,  it  is  proper  to  premise  a  word  in  ref- 
teeiinff.  erence  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  by  which  the 

phenomena  of  Pleasure  and  Pain  are  designated, 
—  the  term  Feeling;  for  this  is  an  ambiguous  expression,  and  on  the 
accident  of  its  ambiguity  have  been  founded  some  of  the  reasons 
against  the  establishment  of  the  class  of  phenomena,  which  it  is  em- 
ployed to  denote. 

It  is  easy  to  convey  a  clear  and  distinct  knowledge  of  what  is  meant 
by  a  word,  when  that  word  denotes  some  object  which  has  an  exist- 
ence external  to  the  mind.  I  have  only  to  point  out  the  object, 
and  to  say,  that  such  or  such  a  thing  is  signified  by  such  or  such  a 

1  The  threefold  division  of  the  mental  pine-     b  i.  H  87-48,  edit.  1796-  Kant'*  Kr.  <L  UnhriU- 
nomena  forms  the  basis  of  the  psychological     kmfl  was  first  published  in  1790;  the  Aitthro- 
part  of  Flatner's  H$u§  Anthropologie,  1790;  tee    patogi*,  though  written  before  it,  was  only 
book  ii     The  first  edition  {Anthropologic)  ap-     first  published  in  1798  —Ed. 
peared  in  1772-4.    Cf.  Phil.  Aphorimun,  vol-  i.        *  See  above,  fact.  xi.  p.  129  —Ed. 
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name ;    for  example,  this  is  called  a  house,  that  a  rainbow,  this  a 

horse,  that  an  ox,  and  so  forth.      In  these  cases,  the  exhibition  of 

the  reality  is  tantamount  to  a  definition ;  or,  as 

Em?  to  convey  a      an  old  logician  expresses  it,  uCognitio  omnia 

dear  knowledge  of  the      intuitiva  est  definitive" l    The  same,  however, 

which  denote  ptue-  ^oes  not  no^  *n  ^g*1^  *°  an  object  which  lies 
nomena  external  to  within  the  mind  itself.  What  was  easy  in  the 
the  mind.  0ne  case  becomes  difficult  in  the  other.     For 

although  he  to  whom  I  would  explain  the  mean- 
ing of  a  term,  by  pointing  out  the  object  which  it  is  intended  to 

express,  has,  at  least  may  have,  that  very  object 
Not  to  with  respect      present  in  his  mind,  still  I  c  mot  lay  my  finger 

to  words  denoting  ob-  T  .      .  ,       .« 

jects   that  lie  within        °n  lt>~ J  V*™0*  Pve  lX>  to  e    amlne  ^  the  eve> 

the  mind.  —  to  smell,  to  taste,  to  hanc  3.    Thus  it  is  that 

misunderstandings  frequently  occur  in  reference 
to  this  class  of  objects,  inasmuch  as  one  attaches  a  different  meaning 
to  the  word  from  that  in  which  another  uses  it ;  and  we  ought  not  to 
be  surprised  that,  in  the  nomenclature  of  our  mental  phsenomena,  it 
has  come  to  pass^  that,  in  all  languages,  one  term  has  become  the  sign 
of  a  plurality  of  notions,  while  at  the  same  time  a  single  notion  is 
designated  by  a  plurality  of  terms.  This  vacillation  in  the  applica- 
tion and  employment  of  language,  as  it  originates  in  the  impossi- 
bility, anterior  to  its  institution,  of  approximating  different  minds  to 
a  common  cognition  of  the  same  internal  object ;  so  this  ambiguity, 
when  once  established,  reacts  powerfully  in  perpetuating  the  same 
difficulty;  insomuch  that  a  principal,  if  not  the  very  greatest,  im- 
pediment in  the  progress  of  the  philosopher  of  mind,  is  the  vague- 
ness and  uncertainty  of  the  instrument  of  thought  itself.  A  remark- 
able example  of  this,  and  one  extending  to  all  languages,  is  seen  in 
the  words  most  nearly  correspondent  to  the  very 
Feeling,    Geftihi,      indeterminate  expression  feeling.     In  English, 

Af<r&n<rir,  —  ambign  ,  .     ,.,        „       ,  ~  ,     ,      .     ,  ... 

ouB  this,  like  all  others  of  a  psychological  application, 

was  primarily  of  a  purely  physical  relation,  being 
originally  employed  to  denote  the  sensations  we  experience  through 
the  sense  of  Touch,  and  in  this  meaning  it  still  continues  to  be  em- 
ployed. From  this,  its  original  relation  to  matter  and  the  corporeal 
sensibility,  it  came,  by  a  very  natural  analogy,  to  express  our  con- 
scious states  of  mind  in  general,  but  particularly  in  relation  to  the 
qualities  of  pleasure  and  pain,  by  which  they  are  characterized. 
Such  is  the  fortune  of  the  term  in  English ;  and  precisely  similar  is 

1  C£  Helanchthon,  EroUmata  Diabetica,  De     Omnia  intuitiva  notitia  eat  deflnitto."— Eu 
Definition*,  who  quotes  it  as  an  old  saying:     [Cf.  Keckerma&n,  Optra,  tip.  IBS.] 
44  Vetus  enim  dictum  est,  etdignum  memoria: 
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that  of  the  cognate  term  GefuhZ  in  German.  The  same,  at  least  a 
similar,  history  might  he  given  of  the  Greek  term  aur^i/crw,  and  of 
the  Latin  sensus,  sensatio,  with  their  immediate  and  mediate  deriva- 
tives in  the  different  Romanic  dialects  of  modern  Europe,  —  the 
Italian,  Spanish,  French,  and  English  dialects.  In  applying  the  term 
feeling  to  the  mental  states,  strictly  in  so  far  as  these  manifest  the 
phenomena  of  pleasure  and  pain,  it  is,  therefore,  hardly  necessary  to 
observe,  that  the  word  is  used,  not  in  all  the  meanings  in  which 
it  can  be  employed,  but  in  a  certain  definite  relation,  were  it  not  that 
a  very  unfair  advantage  has  been  taken  of  this  ambiguity  of  the 
expression.  Heeling,  in  one  meaning,  is  manifestly  a  cognition ;  but 
this  affords  no  ground  for  the  argument,  that  feeling,  in  every  signi- 
fication, is  also  a  cognition.  This  reasoning  has  however,  been  pro- 
posed, and  that  by  a  philosopher  from  whom  so  paltry  a  sophism  was 
assuredly  not  to  be  expected. 
It  being,  therefore,  understood  that  the  word  is  ambiguous,  and 
that  it  is  only  used  because  no  preferable  can  be 
Can  we  discriminate  found,  the  question  must  be  determined  by  the 
in  couoiougneai  oer-      proof  or  disproof  of  the  affirmation,  —  that  I  am 

tain  states  which  can-        r  ....  .  . 

not  be  reduced  to  those  aDle  to  discriminate  in  consciousness  certain 
of  Cognition  or  Cona-  states,  certain  qualities  of  mind,  which  cannot 
***>*  ?  be  reduced  to  those  either  of  Cognition  or  Cona- 

tion ;  and  that  I  can  enable  others,  in  like  man- 
ner, to  place  themselves  in  a  similar  position,  and  observe  for  them- 
selves these  states  or  qualities,  which  I  call  feelings.  Let  us  take  an 
example.  In  reading  the  story  of  Leonidas  and  his  three  hundred 
Spartans  at  Thermopylae,  what  do  we  experience? 
This  question  decided  js  there  nothing  in  the  state  of  mind,  which  the 
ai'uTea*  H-  n*rrative  occasions,  other  than  such  as  can  be 
ence.  referred  either  to  the  cognition  or  to  will  and 

desire?  Our  faculties  of  knowledge  are  called 
certainly  into  exercise ;  for  this  is,  indeed,  a  condition  of  every  other 
state.  But  is  the  exultation  which  we  feel  at  this  spectacle  of  human 
virtue,  the  joy  which  we  experience  at  the  temporary  success,  and 
the  sorrow  at  the  final  destruction  of  this  glorious  band,  —  are  these 
affections  to  be  reduced  to  states  either  of  cognition  or  of  conation  in 
either  form  ?  Are  they  not  feelings,  —  feelings  partly  of  pleasure, 
partly  of  pain  ? 

Take  another,  and  a  very  familiar,  instance.  You  are  all  probably 
acquainted  with  the  old  ballad  of  Chevy  Cha»e,  and  you  probably 
recollect  the  fine  verse  of  the  original  edition,  so  lamentably  spoiled 
in  the  more  modern  versions: 
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"  For  Wlddrington  my  soul  is  sad, 
That  ever  he  slain  should  be, 
For  when  his  legs  were  stricken  off, 
He  kneeled  and  fought  on  his  knee."  I 

Now,  I  ask  you,  again,  is  it  possible,  by  any  process  of  legitimate 
analysis,  to  carry  up  the  mingled  feelings,  some  pleasurable,  some 
painful,  which  are  called  up  by  this  simple  picture,  into  anything 
bearing  the  character  of  a  knowledge,  or  a  volition,  or  a  desire? 
If  we  cannot  do  this,  and  if  we  cannot  deny  the  reality  of  such  feel- 
ings, we  are  compelled  to  recognize  them  as  belonging  to  an  order  of 
phenomena,  which,  as  they  cannot  be  resolved  into  either  of  the  other 
classes,  must  be  allowed  to  constitute  a  third  class  by  themselves. 

But  it  is  idle  to  multiply  examples,  and  I  shall  now  proceed  to  con- 
sider the  grounds  on  which  some  philosophers, 

Grounds  on  which  and  among  these,  what  is  remarkable,  a  did- 
objection    has   been      tWoished    champion  of  the  Kantian    system, 

taken  to  the  Kantian        .     &  ,  , r       ,.  ...  ,.,.«, 

classification    of  the      nave  endeavored  to  discredit  the  validity  of  the 

mental  phenomena.  classification. 

Passing  over  the  arguments  which  have  been 
urged  against  the  power  of  Feeling  as  a  fundamental  capacity  of 
mind,  in  so  far  as  these  proceed  merely  on  the  ambiguities  of 
language,  I  shall  consider  only  the  principal  objections  from  the 
nature  of  the  phaenomena  themselves,  which  have  been  urged  by  the 
three  principal  opponents  of  the  classification  in  question,  —  Carus, 
Weiss,  and  Krug.  The  last  of  these  is  the  philosopher  by  whom 
these  objections  have  been  urged  most  explicitly,  and  with  greatest 
force.  I  shall,  therefore,  chiefly  confine  myself  to  a  consideration  of 
the  difficulties  which  he  proposes  for  solution. 

I  may  premise  that  this  philosopher  (Krug),  admitting  only  two 
fundamental  classes  of  psychological  phaenomena,  —  the  Cognitions 
and  the  Conations,  —  goes  so  far  as  not  only  to  maintain,  that  what 
have  obtained,  from  other  psychologists,  the  name  of  Feelings^ 
constitute  no  distinct  and  separate  class  of  mental  functions;  but 
that  the  very  supposition  is  absurd  and  even  im- 

rugquo    .  possible.      "That  such  a  power  of  feeling,"  he 

argues, '  "  is  not  even  conceivable,  if  by  such  is  understood  a  power 

l  u  For  Wetharryngton  my  harte  was  wo,  though  not  exactly  in  language,  in  Kxng'a 

Thatererheslayneshaldebe;  PhOosophisctus  Ltxikon,  art.  SeeUnkrdfU.    Tbe 

For  when  both  his  leggis  wear  hewyne  author,  in  the  same  work,  art.  Ge/Wd,  refers 

in  to,  to  his  Gnmdlag*  zu  eintr  neuen  TfuorU  dtr  Qt- 

He  knyled  and  fought  on  hys  kne."  fahU,  und  du  togenannten  Q<fW$vernOgtn*t 

—  Original  Version,  in  Percy's  Reliques.—  Ktfnigsberg,  1828,  for  a  roller  discussion  of 

Bd*  the  question.    8ee  also  above,  leot.  zi.  p.  180. 

9  This  objection  is  given  in  substance,  —Ed. 
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essentially  different  from  the  powers  of  Cognition  and  Conation," 
(thus  I  translate  VorsteUungund  Bettrebungsvermogen),  "  is  mani- 
fest from  the  following  consideration The  powers  of 

cognition  and  the  powers  of  conation  are,  in  propriety,  to  be  regarded 
as  two  different  fundamental  powers,  only  because  the  operation  of 
our  mind  exhibits  a  twoibld  direction  of  its  whole  activity, —  one 
inwards,  another  outwards;  in  consequence  of  which  we  are  con- 
strained to  distinguish,  on  the  one  hand,  an  Immanent,  ideal  or 
theoretical,  and,  on  the  other  a  Transeunt,  real  or  practical,  activity. 
Now,  should  it  become  necessary  to  interpolate  between  these  two 
powers,  a  third ;  consequently,  to  convert  the  original  duplicity  of 
our  activity  into  a  triplicity ;  in  this  case,  it  would  be  requisite  to 
attribute  to  the  third  power  a  third  species  of  activity,  the  product 
of  which  would  be,  in  fact,  the  Feelings,  Now  this  activity  of  feel- 
ing must  necessarily  have  either  a  direction  inwards,  or  a  direction 
outwards,  or  both  directions  at  once,  or  finally  neither  of  the  two, 
that  is,  no  direction  at  all ;  for  apart  from  the  directions  inwards  and 
outwards,  there  is  no  direction  conceivable.  But,  in  the  first  case, 
the  activity  of  feeling  would  not  be  different  from  the  cognitive  activ- 
ity, at  least  not  essentially ;  in  the  second  case,  there  is  nothing  but 
a  certain  appetency  manifested  under  the  form  of  a  feeling ;  in  the 
third,  the  activity  of  feeling  would  be  only  a  combination  of  theoret- 
ical and  practical  activity ;  consequently,  there  remains  only  the  sup- 
position that  it  has  no  direction.  We  confess,  however,  that  an 
hypothetical  activity  of  such  a  kind  we  cannot  imagine  to  ourselves 
as  a  real  activity.  An  activity  without  any  determinate  direction, 
would  be  in  fact  directed  upon  nothing,  and  a  power  conceived  as  the 
source  of  an  activity,  directed  upon  nothing,  appears  nothing  better 
than  a  powerless  power,  —  a  wholly  inoperative  force,  in  a  word,  a 
nothing."  —  So  far  our  objectionist. 

In  answer  to  this  reasoning,  I  would  observe,  that  its  cogency  de- 
pends on  this,  —  that  the  suppositions  which  it 

Criticized,  l.  The      makes,  and  afterwards  excludes,  are  exhaustive 

opposition,  on  which  ^  ^p^  But  this  fc  not  the  cage#  «For 
the     reasoning     pro-  * 

ceed^aranotexiwiMt-  Jn  place  of  two  energies,  an  immanent  and  a 
ire.  transeunt,  we  may  competently  suppose  three, — 

we  may  suppose  an  meunt,  an  immanent,  and  a  transeunt.  1°, 
fneTnr^mm^nen^  The  *neun*  energy  might  be  considered  as  an  act 
ana  Transeunt.  of  mind,  directed  upon  objects  in  order  to  know 

them,  —  to  bring  them  within  the  sphere  of  con- 
sciousness, —  mentally  to  appropriate  them ;  2°,  The  Immanent  ener- 
gy might  be  considered  as  a  kind  of  internal  fluctuation  about  the 
objects,  which  had  been  brought  to  representation  and  thought,  —  a 
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pleasurable  or  a  painful  affection  caused  by  them,  in  a  word,  a  feel- 
ing ;  and  3°,  The  Transeunt  energy  might  be  considered  as  an  act 
tending  towards  the  object  in  order  to  reach  it,  or  to  escape  from  it. 
This  hypothesis  is  quite  as  allowable  as  that  in  opposition  to  which 
it  is  devised,  and  were  it  not  merely  in  relation  to  an  hypothesis, 
which  rests  on  no  valid  foundation,  it  would  be  better  to  consider  the 
feelings  not  as  immanent  activities,  but  as  immanent  passivities. 
*'  But,  in  point  of  fact,  we  are  not  warranted,  by  any  analogy  of  our 
spiritual  nature,  to  ascribe  to  the  mental  powers 
2.  But  we  are  not      a  direction  either  outwards  or  inwards ;  on  the 
warranted  to  ascribe      contrary,  they  are  rather  the  principles  of  our 

to  the  mental  power*  i     *  *  *      i.-  u  i     •  i 

a  direction  either  out-  internal  states,  of  which  we  can  only  improperly 
warda  or  inwards.  predicate  a  direction,  and  this  only  by  relation 

to  the  objects  of  the  states  themselves.  For 
directions  are  relations  and  situations  of  external  things;  but  of  such 
there  are  none  to  be  met  with  in  the  internal  world,  except  by  anal- 
ogy to  outer  objects.  In  our  Senses,  which  have  reference  to  the  ex- 
ternal world,  there  is  an  outward  direction  when  we  perceive,  or 
when  we  act  on  external  things ;  whereas,  we  may  be  said  to  turn 
inwards,  when  we  occupy  ourselves  with  what  is  contained  within 
the  mind  itself  be  this  in  order  to  compass  a  knowledge  of  our 
proper  nature,  or  to  elevate  ourselves  to  other  objects  still  more 
worthy  of  a  moral  intelligence.  Rigorously  considered,  the  feelings 
are  in  this  meaning  so  many  directions,  —  so  many  turnings  towards 
those  objects  which  determine  the  feelings,  and  which  please  or  dis- 
please us.  Take,  for  example,  the  respect,  the  reverence,  we  feel  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  higher  virtues  of  human  nature ;  this  feel- 
ing is  an  immanent  conversion  on  its  object. 

"  The  argument  of  the  objectors  is  founded  on  the  hypothesis,  that 

as  in  the  external  world,  all  is  action  and  reac- 
8.   The   argument      tjon  —  ajj  j8  ^rfcing  and  counterworking,  —  all 

Jbnnded  on  the    hy-  .  ,  ,  .  .        ,       r 

pothesis,  that  what  is  ls  attraction  and  repulsion  ;  so  in  the  internal 
true  of  inanimate,  is  world,  there  is  only  one  operation  of  objects  on 
true  of  animated  na-  tne  mind,  and  one  operation  of  the  mind  on  ob- 
nTriUor  desire  into  jects  5  the  former  must  consist  in  cognition,  the 
universe.  latter  in  conation.     But  when  this  hypothesis  is 

subjected  to  a  scrutiny,  it  is  at  once  apparent  how 
treacherous  is  the  reasoning  which  infers  of  animated,  what  is  true 
of  inanimate,  nature ;  for,  to  say  nothing  of  aught  else  that  militates 
against  it,  this  analogy  would  in  truth  leave  no  will  or  desire  in  the 
universe  at  all ;  for  action  and  reaction  are  already  compensated  in 
cognition,  or  to  speak  more  correctly,  in  sensitive  Perception  itself."1 

1  Biunde,  Vtrtueh  d.  tmpiriatkm  Ptychologie,  ii.  $  207,  p.  64— 66.— Ed. 
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Such  is  a  specimen  of  the  only  argument  of  any  moment,  against 

the  establishment  of  the  Feelings  as  an  ultimate  class  of  mental 

phenomena. 

I  pass  on  to  the  second  question ;  —  What  is  the  position  of  the 

Feelings  by  reference  to  the  two  other  classes ; 

n.  What  lathe  pari-      — and,  in  particular,  should  the  consideration 

tionoftbeFeeiiogBby      of  the  FeeBngl  precede,  or  follow,  that  of  the 

reference  to  the  two        ^-  .         « 

other  olasaea  of  men-        Conations  ? 

tai  phteBomeaa!  The  answer  to  the  second  part  of  this  ques- 

tion, will  be  given  in  the  determination  of  the 
first  part ;  for  Psychology  proposes  to  exhibit  the  mental  phenom- 
ena in  their  natural  consecution,  that  is,  as  they  condition  and  sup- 
pose each  other.  A  system  which  did  not  accomplish  this,  could 
make  no  pretension  to  be  a  veritable  exposition  of  our  internal  life. 
"  To  resolve  this  problem,  let  us  take  an  example.  A  person  is 
fond  of  cards.    In  a  company  where  he  beholds 

Resolved  by  an  ex-  •  .«  •  j     •       ..       •    • 

Mn  J  a  game  in  progress,  there  arises  a  desire  to  join 

in  it.  Now  the  desire  is  here  manifestly  kin- 
dled by  the  pleasure,  which  the  person  had,  and  has,  in  the  play. 
The  feeling  thus  connects  the  cognition  of  the  play  with  the  desire 
to  join  in  it ;  it  forms  the  bridge,  and  contains  the  motive,  by  which 
we  are  roused  from  mere  knowledge  to  appetency, — to  conation,  by 
reference  to  which  we  move  ourselves  so  as  to  attain  the  end  in 
view. 

44  Thus  we  find,  in  actual  life,  the  Feelings  intermediate  between 

the  Cognitions  and  the  Conations.     And  tljis 

The  Feeling*  inter-      relative  position  of  these  several  powers  is  neo- 

mediate   between  the  .  ,  ,.  .  .  .  A, 

cognition,  and  Con*.      eaaary;  without  the  previous  cognition,  there 
tiona.  could  be  neither  feeling  nor  conation ;  and  with- 

out the  previous  feeling  there  could  be  no  cona- 
tion. Without  some  kind  or  another  of  complacency  with  an 
object,  there  could  be  no  tendency,  no  pretension  of  the  mind  to 
attain  this  object  as  an  end;  and  we  could,  therefore,  determine 
ourselves  to  no  overt  action.  The  mere  cognition  leaves  us  cold 
and  unexcited ;  the  awakened  feeling  infuses  warmth  and  life  into 
us  and  our  action ;  it  supplies  action  with  an  interest,  and,  without 
an  interest,  there  is  for  us  no  voluntary  action  possible.  Without 
the  intervention  of  feeling,  the  cognition  stands  divorced  from  the 
conation,  and,  apart  from  feeling,  all  conscious  endeavor  after  any- 
thing would  be  altogether  incomprehensible. 

"That  the  manifestations  of  the  Conative  Powers  are  determined 
by  the  Feelings,  is  also  apparent  from  the  following  reflection.  The 
volition  or  desire  tends  towards  a  something,  and  this  something 
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is  only  given  us  in  and  through  some  faculty  or  other  of  cogni- 
tion.   Now,  were  the  mere  cognition  of  a  thing 
That  the  conatiTe      8Ufficient  of  itself  to  rouse  our  conation,  in  that 

Powers  are  determined 

by  the  Feelings  fur-      ^^  *"  ^at  vafl  known  in  the  same  manner  and 
ther  sbjDwn.  in  the  same  degree,  would  become  an  equal  ob- 

Jfere  cognition  not       j^  of  defiipe  Qr  wilL     fiut  we  coyet  one  thing; 
sufficient  to  rouse  Con-  .  .  ~         .  .  .         ...     ' 

ation  we  eschew  another.    On  the  supposition,  like- 

wise, that  our  conation  was  only  regulated  by 
our  cognition,  it  behooved  that  every  other  individual  besides  should 
be  desirous  of  the  object  which  I  desire,  and  be 
jectaBknown  *"  the  desirous  of  it  also  so  long  as  the  cognition  of  the 
same  manner  and  de-  object  remained  the  same.  But  one  person  pur* 
grec,  are  not  equal  ob-  sues  what  another  person  flies ;  the  same  person 
jeets  of  desire  or  win.  now  Teara9  after  8omething  which  anon  he 
2.  Because  different      loathes.    And  why?    It  is  manifest  that  here 

individuals  are  desir-  -  ..       ,.  ,  ...  .A  ,  .   , 

ous  of  diflferent  object,.      there  Les  hld  some  veiT  variable  quantity,  which, 
when  united  with  the  cognition,  is  capable  of 
rousing  the  powers  of  conation  into  activity.    But  such  a  quantity 
is  given,  and  only  given,  in  the  feelings,  that  is,  in  our  consciousness 
of  the  agreeable  and  disagreeable.    If  we  take  this  element,  —  this 
influence,  —  this  quantity, — into  account,  the  whole  anomalies  are 
solved.    We  are  able  at  once  to  understand  why  all  that  is  thought 
or  cognized  with  equal  intensity,  does  not,  with  equal  intensity, 
affect  the  desires  or  the  will ;  why  different  individuals,  with  the 
same  knowledge  of  the  same  objects,  are  not  similarly  attracted  or 
repelled ;  and  why  the  same  individual  does  not  always  pursue  or 
fly  the  same  object.    This  is  all  explained  by  the  fact,  that  a  thing 
may  please  one  person  and  displease  another;  and  may  now  be 
pleasurable,  now  painful,  and  now  indifferent,  to  the  same  person. 
w  From  these  interests  for  different  objects,  and  from  these  oppo- 
site interests  which  the  same  object  determines 
importance  of  a  oor-      in  our  different  powers,  are  we  alone  enabled  to 
thTnatarTand  tonu-      render  comprehensible  the  change  and  conflict 
enoe  of  the  Feelings.        tion  of  our  desires,  the  vacillations  of  our  voli. 
tions,  the  warfare  of  the  sensual  principle  with 
the  rational,  —  of  the  flesh  with  the  spirit;  so  that,  if  the  nature 
and  influence  of  the  feelings  be  misunderstood,  the  problems  most 
important  for  man  are  reduced  to  insoluble  riddles. 

"According  to  this  doctrine,  the  Feelings,  placed  in  the  midst 
between  the  powers  of  Cognition  and  the  powers  of  Conation,  per- 
form the  functions  of  connecting  principles  to  these  two  extremes ; 
and  thus  the  objection  that  has  been  urged  against  the  feelings  as  a 
class  coordinate  with  the  cognitions  and  the  conations, — on  the 
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ground  that  they  afford  no  principle  of  mediation,  is  of  all  objec- 
tions the  most  futile  and  erroneous.    Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is, 
that  as,  in  our  actual  existence,  the  feelings  find 
Place  of  the  theory      tneir  p]ac0  after  fae  cognitions,  and  before  the 

of  the  Feelings  in  the  x.  xl_   °      .  ~        .     ,     A. 

science  of  mind.  conations,  —  so,  in   the   science  of  mind,  the 

theory  of  the  Feelings  ought  to  follow  that  of 

our  faculties  of  Knowledge,  and  to  precede  that  of  our  faculties  of 

Will  and  Desire."1     Notwithstanding  this,  various  even  of  those 

psychologists  who   have  adopted   the   Kantian  trichotomy,  have 

departed  from  the  order  which  Kant  had  correctly  indicated,  and 

have  averted  it  in  every  possible  manner, — some  treating  of  the 

feelings  in  the  last  place,  while  others  have  considered  them  in  the 

first. 

The  last  preliminary  question  which  presents  itself  is — Into  what 

subdivisions  are  the  Feelings  themselves  to  be 

iil  into  what  iub-      distributed?     In  considering  this  question,  I 

division*  are  the  Feel-  P 

ing*  to  be  distributed?  sna^  ^rat  s^6  some  of  the  divisions  which  have 
been  proposed  by  those  philosophers  who  have 
recognized  the  capacity  of  feeling  as  an  ultimate,  a  fundamental, 
phenomenon  of  mind.  This  statement  will  be  necessarily  limited 
to  the  distributions  adopted  by  the  psychologists  of  Germany ;  for, 
strange  to  say,  the  Kantian  reduction,  though  prevalent  in  the 
Empire,  has  remained  either  unknown  to,  or  disregarded  by,  those 
who  have  speculated  on  the  mind  in  France,  Italy,  and  Great  Brit- 
ain. 
To  commence  with  Kant  himself.  In  the  Critique  of  Judgment* 
he  enumerates  three  specifically  different  kinds 
of  complacency,  the  objects  of  which  are  sever- 
ally the  Agreeable  (da*  Angenehm),  the  Beautiful,  and  the  Good. 
In  his  treatise  of  Anthropology^  subsequently  published,  he  divides 
the  feelings  of  pleasure  and  pain  into  two  great  classes; — 1°,  The 
Sensuous;  2°,  The  Intellectual.  The  former  of  these  classes  is 
again  subdivided  into  two  subordinate  kinds,  inasmuch  as  the  feel- 
ing arises  either  through  the  Senses  (Sensual  Pleasures),  or  through 
the  Imagination  (Pleasures  of  Taste).  The  latter  of  these  classes 
is  also  subdivided  into  subordinate  kinds ;  for  our  Intellectual  Feel- 
ings are  connected  either  with  the  notions  of  the  Understanding,  or 
with  the  ideas  of  Reason.  I  may  notice  that  in  his  published  man- 
ual of  Anthropology,  the  Intellectual  Feelings  of  the  first  subdivis- 
ion,— the  feelings  of  the  Understanding,  are  not  treated  of  in 
detail. 

1  Biunde,  Yersueh  d.  empirUcktn  Psythologu,         3  §  6.     Wrrke,  iv.  p.  53  —  Ed. 
U.  §  206,  p.  00-64.—  ED.  3  B.  ii.     Wrrke,  vii  p  148.  —  E». 
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Gottlob  Schulze,    though  a  decided  antagonist  of  the  Kantian 
philosophy  in  general,  adopts  the  threefold  clas- 
sification into  the  Cognitions,  the  Feelings,  and 
the  Conations ;  but  he  has  preferred  a  division  of  the  Feelings  dif- 
ferent from  that  of  the  philosopher  of  Konigsberg.    These  he  dis- 
tributes into  two  classes, — the  Corporeal  and  the  Spiritual;  to 
which  he  annexes  a  third  class  made  up  of  these  in  combination,  — 
the  Mixed  Feelings. 
Hillebrand8  divides  the  Feelings,  in  a  threefold  manner,  into 
those  of  States,  those  of  Cognitions,  and  those 
of  Appetency  (will  and  desire) ;  and  again  into 
Real,  Sympathetic,  and  Ideal. 
Herbart8  distributes  them  into  three  classes ;  —  1°,  Feelings  which 
are  determined  by  the  character  of  the  thing 
felt ;  2°,  Feelings  which  depend  on  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  feeling  mind ;  3°,  Feelings  which  are  intermediate  and 
mixed. 

Carus4  (of  Leipzig,  —  the  late  Carus)  thus  distributes  them. 
"Pure  feeling,"  he  says,  "has  relation  either  to 
Reason,  and  in  this  case  we  obtain  the  Intellect- 
ual Feelings ;  or  it  has  relation  to  Desire  and  Will,  and  in  this  case 
we  have  the  moral  feelings."  Between  these  two  classes,  the  Intel- 
lectual and  the  Moral  Feelings,  there  are  placed  the  ^Esthetic  Feel- 
ings, or  feelings  of  Taste,  to  which  he  also  adds  a  fourth  class,  that 
of  the  Religious  Feelings. 

Such  are  a  few  of  the  more  illustrious  divisions  of  the  Feelings 
into  their  primary  classes.  It  is  needless  to  enter  at  present  into 
any  discussion  of  the  merits  and  demerits  of  these  distributions.  I 
shall  hereafter  endeavor  to  show  you,  that  they  may  be  divided,  in 
the  first  place,  into  two  great  classes, —  the  Higher  and  the  Lower, 
—  the  Mental  and  the  Corporeal,  in  a  word,  into  Sentiments  and 
Sensations. 

1  Anthropologic,  $  144-146,  p.  296  «*«?.,  8d     tmtr  sysUmatis then  Behandlung  der  tmpiruehtn 
edit  1626.  -Ed.  Psyrhologu,  11.  f  810,  p.  74,  edit.  1881.    Cf. 

2  Anthropologie,  ii.  288. —Ed.  Scbeidler,  Psychologies  §  64,  p.  448,  edit.  1888. 
8  Lehrbueh  zwr  Psychologic,  $  98      Werk*>  vol.      —Ed. 

t.  p.  72.    On  the  divisions  of  the  Feelings        *  Psychologic  Wtrke,  i.  428,  edit.  Leipsto, 
mentioned  In  the  text,  aee  Blonde,  Versuch    1808.— Ed. 


LECTURE    XLII. 

THE   FEELINGS.  — THEORY  OF  PLEASURE  AND  PAIN. 

In  our  last  Lecture,  we  commenced  the  consideration  of  the  Sec- 
ond  Great  Class  of  the  Mental  PhaBnomena, — 
the  phenomena  of  Feeling,  —  the  phenomena 
of  Pleasure  and  Pain. 

Though  manifestations  of  the  same  indivisible  subject,  and  them- 
selves only  possible  through  each  other,  the  three 
Cognitions,  Feelings      da^g  0f  mental  phenomena  still  admit  of  a  valid 

and  Conation, — their  . 

essential  peculiarities.  discrimination  in  theory,  and  require  severally 
a  separate  consideration  in  the  philosophy  of 
mind.  I  formerly  stated  to  you,  that  though  knowledge,  though 
consciousness,  be  the  necessary  condition  not  only  of  the  phenomena 
of  Cognition,  but  of  the  phsenomena  of  Feeling,  and  of  Conation, 
yet  the  attempts  of  philosophers  to  reduce  the  two  latter  classes  to 
the  first,  and  thus  to  constitute  the  faculty  of  Cognition  into  the  one 
fundamental  power  of  mind,  had  been  necessarily  unsuccessful ;  be- 
cause, though  the  phenomena  of  Feeling  and  of  Conation  appear 
only  as  they  appear  in  consciousness,  and,  therefore,  in  cognition ; 
yet  consciousness  shows  us  in  these  phenomena  certain  qualities, 
which  are  not  contained,  either  explicitly  or  implicitly,  in  the  phe- 
nomena of  Cognition  itself.  The  characters  by  which  these  three 
classes  are  reciprocally  discriminated  are  the  following.  —  In  the 
phenomena  of  Cognition,  consciousness  distin- 

CogniUon.  r    .  ,  ,°  '  . 

gmshes  an  object  known  from  the  subject  know- 
ing. This  subject  may  be  of  two  kinds :  —  it  may  either  be  the 
quality  of  something  different  from  the  ego ;  or  it  may  be  a  modifi- 
cation of  the  ego  or  subject  itself.  In  the  former  case,  the  object, 
which  may  be  called  for  the  sake  of  discrimination  the  otyect-object, 
is  given  as  something  different  from  the  percipient  subject.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  object,  which  may  be  called  the  subject-object,  is  given 
as  really  identical  with  the  conscious  ego,  but  still  consciousness 
distinguishes  it,  as  an  accident,  from  the  ego ; — as  the  subject  of  that 
accident,  it  projects,  as  it  were,  this  subjective  phenomenon  from 
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itself  —  views  it  at  a  distance,  —  in  a  word,  objectifies  it.  This 
discrimination  of  self  from  sel£ —  this  objectification, —  is  the  qual- 
ity which  constitutes  the  essential  peculiarity  of  Cognition. 

In  the  phenomena  of  Feeling,  —  the  phenomena  of  Pleasure  and 

Pain, — on  the  contrary,  consciousness  does  not 

Feeling,— how  db-      place  the  mental  modification  or  state  before  it- 

eriminated  from  Cog-  ...     .     ,  A  A  .   ,     .  __ 

nitlon  sell ;  it  does  not  contemplate  it  apart,  —  as  sepa- 

rate from  itself — but  is,  as  it  were,  fused  into  one. 
The  peculiarity  of  Feeling,  therefore,  is  that  there  is  nothing  but 
what  is  subjectively  subjective ;  there  is  no  object  different  from 
self,  —  no  objectification  of  any  mode  of  self.  We  are,  indeed,  able 
to  constitute  our  states  of  pain  and  pleasure  into  objects  of  reflec- 
tion, but  in  so  far  as  they  are  objects  of  reflection,  they  are  not  feel* 
ings,  but  only  reflex  cognitions  of  feelings. 

In  the  phenomena  of  Conation,  —  the  phenomena  of  Desire  and 
Will,  —  there  is,  as  in  those  of  Cognition,  an  ol>- 

Conatfon,-bowdi8-        >t        d  ^      j.^  .     algQ  ^     j.^  q{  howl_ 
criminated  from  Cog-       J  J  J 

nltlon>  edge.    Will  and  desire  are  only  possible  through 

knowledge, — "  Ignoti  nulla  cupido."  But  though 
both  cognition  and  conation  bear  relation  to  an  object,  they  are  dis- 
criminated by  the  difference  of  this  relation  itself.    In  cognition, 
there  exists  no  want ;  and  the  object,  whether  objective  or  subjec- 
tive, is  not  sought  for,  nor  avoided ;  whereas  in  conation,  there  is 
a  want,  and  a  tendency  supposed,  which  results  in  an  endeavor,, 
either  to  obtain  the  object,  when  the  cognitive  faculties  represent  it 
as  fitted  to  afford  the  fruition  of  the  want;  or  to  ward  off  the  object, 
if  these  faculties  represent  it  as  calculated  to  frustrate  the  tendency, 
of  its  accomplishment. 
The  feelings  Pleasure  and  Pain  and  the  Conations  are,  thus,  though  < 
so  frequently  confounded  by  psychologists,  easily 
Conation,-how  difl-      distinguished.    It  is,  for  example,  altogether  dif- 
.  "      ferent  to  feel  hunger  and  thirst,  as  states  of  pain, 

and  to  desire  or  will  their  appeasement ;  and  still 
more  different  is  it  to  desire  or  will  their  appeasement,  and  to  enjoy 
the  pleasure  afforded  in  the  act  of  this  appeasement  itself.  Pain  and 
pleasure,  as  feelings,  belong  exclusively  to  the  present ;  whereas  cona- 
tion has  reference  only  to  the  future,  for  conation  is  a  longing,  — 
a  striving,  either  to  maintain  the  continuance  of  the  present  state,  or 
to  exchange  it  for  another.  Thus,  conation  is  not  the  feeling  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  but  the  power  of  overt  activity,  which  pain  and 
pleasure  set  in  motion. 

But  although,  in  theory,  the  Feelings  are  thus  to  be  discriminated 
from  the  Desires  and  Volitions,  they  are,  as  I  have  frequently  ob- 
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served,  not  to  be  considered  as  really  divided.  Both  are  conditions 
of  perhaps  all  our  mental  states ;  and  while  the  Cognitions  go  prin- 
cipally to  determine  our  speculative  sphere  of  existence,  the  Feelings 
and  the  Conations  more  especially  concur  in  regulating  our  practical. 
In  my  last  Lecture,  I  stated  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  expedient 

to  consider  the  phenomena  of  Feeling  prior  to 

What  are  the  general      discussing  those  of  Conation;  —  but  before  en- 

S!!!!1^      *erinS  on  the  consideration  of  the  several  feel- 

of  Pleasure  and  Pain?      ings*  and  before  stating  under  what  heads,  and  in 

what  order,  these  are  to  be  arranged,  I  think  it 
proper,  in  the  first  place,  to  take  up  the  general  question,  —  What 
are  the  general  conditions  which  determine  the  existence  of  Pleasure 
and  Pain ;  for  pleasure  and  pain  are  the  phenomena  which  constitute 
the  essential  attribute  of  feeling,  under  all  its  modifications  ? 
In  the  consideration  of  this  question,  I  shall  pursue  the  following 

order :  —  I  shall,  first  of  all,  state  the  abstract 

Order  of  discussion.        __  _  _„  ,    ^  . 

Theory  of  Pleasure  and  Pain,  in  other  words, 
enounce  the  fundamental  law  by  which  these  phenomena  are  gov- 
erned, in  all  their  manifestations.  I  shall,  then,  take  an  historical 
retrospect  of  the  opinions  of  philosophers  in  regard  to  this  subject, 
in  order  to  show  in  what  relation  the  doctrine  I  would  support  stands 
to  previous  speculations.  This  being  accomplished,  we  shall  then  be 
prepared  to  inquire,  how  far  the  theory  in  question  is  borne  out  by 
.the  special  modifications  of  Feeling,  and  how  far  it  affords  us  a  com- 
mon principle  on  which  to  account  for  the  phenomena  of  Pleasure 
and  Pain,  under  every  accidental  form  they  may  assume. 

I  proceed,  therefore,  to  deliver  in  somewhat  abstruse  formulae,  the 

theory  of  pleasure.    The  meaning  of  these  for- 
l.    The  theory  of      mn\m  I  cannot  expect  should  be  fully  apprc- 

Pleaeure  and  Pain,—        ,,,.•,,».  /.,,- 

stated  in  the  abstract      tended,  m  the  first  instance,  —  fer  less  can   I 
expect  that  the  validity  of  the  theory  should 
be  recognized,  before  the  universality  of  its  application  shall  be  illus- 
trated in  examples. 

1.  Man  exists  only  as  he  lives ;  as  an  intelligent  and  sensible  being, 
he  consciously  lives,  but  this  only  as  he  consci- 

First  momentum.  .  TT  .  .  , 

ously  energizes.  Human  existence  is  only  a  more 
general  expression  for  human  life,  and  human  life  only  a  more  general 
expression  for  the  sum  of  energies,  in  which  that  life  is  realized,  and 
through  which  it  is  manifested  in  consciousness.  In  a  word,  life  is 
energy,  and  conscious  energy  is  conscious  life.1 

l  Cf  Aristotle,  Bth.  Nic.  U.9;  x.4.— Ed.     passive;  partly  tending  to  rest,  partly  to 
JLossius,  Lexikon  t».  Vergnttgen  j  theory  of  cessa-     action.  —  Mtmomndwn, 
tlon  and  activity;  makes  partly  active,  partly 
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In  explanation  of  this  paragraph,  and  of  those  which  are  to  follow, 
I  may  observe,  that  the  term  energy,  which  is  equivalent  to  act, 
activity,  or  operation,  is  here  used  to  comprehend  also  all  the  mixed 
states  of  action  and  passion,  of  which  we  are  conscious ;  for,  inasmuch 

as  we  are  conscious  of  any  modification  of  mind, 
the  term^er*  ^  °       there  k  necessarily  more  than  a  mere  passivity  of 

the  subject ;  consciousness  itself  implying  at  least 
a  reliction.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  the  nouns  energy,  act,  ac- 
tivity, operation,  with  the  correspondent  verbs,  are  to  be  understood 
to  denote,  indifferently  and  in  general,  all  the  processes  of  our  higher 
and  our  lower  life,  of  which  we  are  conscious. 1  This  being  premised, 
I  proceed  to  the  second  proposition. 

II.  Human  existence,  human  life,  human  energy,  is  not  unlimited, 

but  on  the  contrary,  determined  to  a  certain  num- 
ber  of  modes,  through  which  alone  it  can  possibly 
be  exerted.    These  different  modes  of  action  are  called,  in  different 
relations,  powers, /acuities,  capacities,  dispositions,  habits. 

In  reference  to  this  paragraph,  it  is  only  necessary  to  recall  to  your 
attention,  that  power  denotes  either  a  faculty  or 
Explanation     of      ft  ^pg^y  .  faculty  denotes  a  power  of  acting, 
ty}  etc\  '  capacity  a  power  of  being  acted  upon  or  suffer- 

ing; disposition,  a  natural,  and  habit,  an  ac- 
quired, tendency  to  act  or  suffer.  *  In  reference  to  habit,  it  ought 
however  to  be  observed,  that  an  acquired  necessarily  supposes  a 
natural  tendency.  Habit,  therefore,  comprehends  a  disposition  and 
something  supervening  on  a  disposition.  The  disposition,  which  at 
first  was  a  feebler  tendency,  becomes,  in  the  end,  by  custom,  that  is, 
by  a  frequent  repetition  of  exerted  energy,  a  stronger  tendency. 
Disposition  is  the  rude  original,  habit  is  the  perfect  consummation. 

III.  Man,  as  he  consciously  exists,  is  the  subject  of  pleasure  and 

pain ;  and  these  of  various  kinds :  but  as  man  only 
consciously  exists  in  and  through  the  exertion  of 
certain  determinate  powers,  so  it  is  only  through  the  exertion  of 
these  powers  that  he  becomes  the  subject  of  pleasure  and  pain ;  each 
power  being  in  itself  at  once  the  faculty  of  a  specific  energy,  and 
a  capacity  of  an  appropriate  pleasure  or  pain,  as  the  concomitant  of 
that  energy. 

IV.    The  energy  of  each  power  of  conscious 

existence  having,  as  its  reflex  or  concomitant,  an 

appropriate  pleasure  or  pain,  and  no  pain  or  pleasure  being  competent 

l  Here  a  written  interpolation  —  Occupation,     eeates ,  whether  aotlre  or  passive.]    See  below, 
exercise,  perhaps  better  [expressions  than  en-     p.  686.— Ed. 
ergy,  as  applying  equally  to  all  mental  pro-        *  See  abore,  lect  x-  p.  138.  —  Ed. 
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to  man,  except  as  the  concomitant  of  some  determinate  energy  of 
life,  the  all-important  question  arises,  —  What  is  the  general  lav 
under  which  these  counter-phenomena  arise,  in  all  their  special 
manifestations  ? 

In  reference  to  this  proposition,  I  would  observe  that  pleasure  and 
pain  are  opposed  to  each  other  as  contraries,  not 

Pleasure  and  Pain      m  contradictories,  that  is,  the  affirmation  of  the 

opposed  as  contraries,  ,.         .  ,,    .  .  ,  , 

not  m  contradictories.  one  implies  the  negation  of  the  other,  but  the 
negation  of  the  one  does  not  infer  the  affirma- 
tion of  the  other ;  for  there  may  be  a  third  or  intermediate  state, 
which  is  neither  one  of  pleasure  nor  one  of  pain,  but  one  of  in- 
difference. Whether  such  a  state  of  indifference  do  ever  actually 
exist ;  or  whether,  if  it  do,  it  be  not  a  complex  state  in  which  are 
blended  an  equal  complement  of  pains  and  pleasures,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary, at  this  stage  of  our  progress,  to  inquire.  It  is  sufficient,  in  con- 
sidering the  quality  of  pleasure  as  one  opposed  to  the  quality  of 
pain,  to  inquire,  what  are  the  proximate  causes  which  determine 
them :  or,  if  this  cannot  be  answered,  what  is  the  general  fact  or  law 
which  regulates  their  counter-manifestation ;  and  if  such  a  law  can 
be  discovered  for  the  one,  it  is  evident  that  it  will  enable  us  also  to 
explain  the  other,  for  the  science  of  contraries  is  one.  I  now  pro- 
ceed to  the  fifth  proposition. 

V.  The  answer  to  the  question  proposed  is :  —  the  more  perfect, 
^^  the  more  pleasurable,  the  energy;    the    more 

imperfect,  the  more  painful 
In  reference  to  this  proposition,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  an- 
swer here  given  is  precise,  but  inexplicit ;  it  is  the  enouncement  of 
the  law  in  its  most  abstract  form,  and  requires  at  once  development 
and  explanation.  This  I  shall  endeavor  to  give  in  the  following 
propositions. 

VI.  The  perfection  of  an  energy  is  twofold ;  1°,  By  relation  to  the 

power  of  which  it  is  the  exertion,  and  2°,  By 
relation  to  the  object  about  which  it  is  conver- 
sant.    The  former  relation  affords  what  may  be  called  its  subjective 
the  latter  what  may  be  called  its  objective,  condition. 

The  explanation  and  development  of  the  preceding  proposition  is 
given  in  the  following. 

VII.  By  relation  to  its  power :  —  An  energy  is  perfect,  when  it  is 

tantamount  to  the  full,  and  not  to  more  than  the 

full,  complement  of  free  or  spontaneous  energy, 

which  the  power  is  papable  of  exerting ;  an  energy  is  imperfect, 

either  1°,  When  the  power  is  restrained  from  putting  forth  the  whole 

amount  of  energy  it  would  otherwise  tend  to  do,  or,  2°,  When  it  is 
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stimulated  to  pat  forth  a  larger  amount  than  that  to  which  it  is  spon- 
taneously disposed/  The  amount  or  quantum  of  energy  in  the  oaae 
of  a  single  power  is  of  two  kinds,  —  1°,  An  intensive,  and  2°,  A  pro- 
tensive;  the  former  expressing  the  higher  degree,  the  latter  the 
longer  duration,  of  the  exertion.  A  perfect  energy  is,  therefore, 
that  which  is  evolved  by  a  power,  both  in  the  degree  and  for  tjie 
continuance  to  which  it  is  competent  without  straining ;  an  imperfect 
energy,  that  which  is  evolved  by  a  power  in  a  lower  or  in  a  higher 
degree,  for  a  shorter  or  for  a  longer  continuance,  than,  if  left  to 
itself  it  would  freely  exert.  There  are,  thus,  two  elements  of  the 
perfection,  and,  consequently,  two  elements  of  the  pleasure,  of  a  sim- 
ple energy :  —  its  adequate  degree  and  its  adequate  duration  ;  and 
four  ways  in  which  such  an  energy  may  be  imperfect,  and,  conse- 
quently, painful ;  inasmuch  as  its  degree  may  be  either  too  high,  or 
too  low  ;  its  duration  either  too  long,  or  too  short. 

When  we  do  not  limit  our  consideration  to  the  simple  energies 
of  individual  powers,  but  look  to  complex  states,  in  which  a  plurality 
of  powers  may  be  called  simultaneously  into  action,  we  have,  besides 
the  intensive  and  protensive  quantities  of  energy,  a  third  kind,  to 
wit,  the  extensive  quantity.  A  state  is  said  to  contain  a  greater 
amount  of  extensive  energy,  in  proportion  as  it  forms  the  comple- 
ment of  a  greater  number  of  simultaneously  cooperating  powers. 
This  complement,  it  is  evident,  may  be  conceived  as  made  up  either 
of  energies  all  intensively  and  protensively  perfect  and  pleasurable, 
or  of  energies  all  intensively  and  protensively  imperfect  and  painful, 
or  of  energies  partly  perfect,  partly  imperfect,  and  this  in  every 
combination  afforded  by  the  various  perfections  and  imperfections 
of  the  intensive  and  protensive  quantities.  It  may  be  here  noticed, 
that  the  intensive  and  the  two  other  quantities  stand  always  in 
an  inverse  ratio  to  each  other ;  that  is,  the  higher  the  degree  of  any 
energy,  the  shorter  is  its  continuance,  and,  during  its  continuance, 
the  more  completely  does  it  constitute  the  whole  mental  state, — 
does  it  engross  the  whole  disposable  consciousness  of  the  mind. 
The  maximum  of  intensity  is  thus  the  minimum  of  continuance  and 
of  extension.  So  much  for  the  perfection,  and  proportional  pleasure, 
of  an  energy  or  state  of  energies,  by  relation  to  the  power  out  of 
which  it  is  elicited.  This  paragraph  requires,  I  think,  no  com- 
mentary. 

VIII.  By  relation  to  the  object  (and  by  the  term  object,  irt  it 

observed,  is  here  denoted  every  objective  cause 

g  by  which  a  power  is  determined  to  activity), 

about  which  it  is  conversant,  an  energy  is  perfect,  when  this  object 

is  of  such  a  character  as  to  afford  to  its  power  the  condition  reqmV 
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site  to  let  it  spring  to  full  spontaneous  activity;  imperfect,  when  the 
object  is  of  such  a  character  as  either,  on  the  one  hand,  to  stimulate 
the  power  to  a  degree,  or  to  a  continuance,  of  activity  beyond  its 
maximum  of  free  exertion ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  to  thwart  it  in  its 
tendency  towards  this  its  natural  limit.  An  object  is,  consequently, 
pleasurable  or  painful,  inasmuch  as  it  thus  determines  a  power  to 
perfect  or  to  imperfect  energy. 

But  an  object,  or  complement  of  objects  simultaneously  presented, 
may  not  only  determine  one  but  a  plurality  of  powers  into  coac- 
tivity.  The  complex  state,  which  thus  arises,  is  pleasurable,  in  pro- 
portion as  its  constitutive  energies  are  severally  more  perfect ;  pain- 
ful, in  proportion  as  these  are  more  imperfect ;  and  in  proportion 
as  an  object,  or  a  complement  of  objects,  occasions  the  average  per- 
fection or  the  average  imperfection  of  the  complex  state,  is  it,  in  like 
manner,  pleasurable  or  painful. 

IX.  Pleasure  is,  thus,  the  result  of  certain  harmonious  relations, 

—  of  certain  agreements ;  pain,  on  the  contrary, 

Ninth.  t|ie  gflkci-  0f  certain  unharmonious  relations  — 

ure  *nd  Pain.  °^  ee^**11  disagreements.     The  pleasurable  is, 

therefore,  not  inappropriately  called  the  agree- 
able, the  painful  the  disagreeable ;  and,  in  conformity  to  this  doc- 
trine, pleasure  and  pain  may  be  thus  defined : 

Pleasure  is  a  reflex  of  the  spontaneous  and  unimpeded  exertion 
of  a  power,  of  whose  energy  we  are  conscious.1  Pain,  a  reflex  of 
the  overstrained  or  repressed  exertion  of  such  a  power. 

I  shall  say  a  word  in  illustration  of  these  definitions.  Taking 
pleasure,  —  pleasure  is  defined  to  be  the  reflex 

The  definition  of  0f  energy,  and  of  perfect  energy,  and  not  to  be 
rlvvZsuTtte^ex  either  ener£v  or  the  perfection  of  energy  itself 
ot  energy.  —  and  why  ?    It  is  not  simply  defined  an  energy, 

exertion,  or  act,  because  some  energies  are  not 
pleasurable, — being  either  painful  or  indifferent.  It  is  not  simply 
defined  the  perfection  of  an  energy,  because  we  can  easily  separate 
in  thought  the  perfection  of  an  act,  a  conscious  act,  from  any  feel- 
ing of  pleasure  in  its  performance.  The  same  holds  true,  mutatis 
mutandis,  of  the  definition  of  pain,  as  a  reflex  of  imperfect  energy. 

Again,  pleasure  is  defined  the  reflex  of  the  spontaneous  and  unim- 
peded,—  of  free  and  unimpeded,  exertion  of  a  power,  of  whose 

1  This  is  substantially  the  definition  of  Arte-     book  of  the  same  treatise,  and  which  perhaps 
totl*,  whose  doctrine,  as  expounded  in  the     properly  belongs  to  the  Endemian  Ethics,  the 
10th  book  of  the  Nicomaduan  Ethics,  is  more     pleasure  is  identified  with  the  energy  itself.  — 
'tolly  stated  below,  p.  681.    In  the  less  accn-     Ed. 
rate  dissertation,  which  occurs  in  the  7th 

78 
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energy  we  are  conscious.  Here  the  term  spontaneous  refers  to  the 
subjective,  the  term  unimpeded  to  the  objective, 
unimpeded  n*°a*  "*  perfection.  Touching  the  term  spontaneous, 
every  power,  all  conditions  being  supplied,  and 
all  impediments  being  removed,  tends,  of  its  proper  nature  and 
without  effort,  to  put  forth  a  certain  determinate  maximum,  intens- 
ive and  protensive,  of  free  energy.  This  determinate  maximum  of 
free  energy,  it,  therefore,  exerts  spontaneously :  if  a  less  amount 
than  this  be  actually  put  forth,  a  certain  quantity  of  tendency  has 
been  forcibly  repressed ;  whereas,  if  a  greater  than  this  has  been 
actually  exerted,  a  certain  amount  of  nisus  has  been  forcibly  stimu- 
lated in  the  power.  The  term  spontaneously,  therefore,  provides 
that  the  exertion  of  the  power  has  not  been  constrained  beyond  the 
proper  limit, — the  natural  maximum,  to  which,  if  left  to  itself  it 
freely  springs. 

Again,  in  regard  to  the  term  unimpeded,  —  this  stipulates  that 
the  power  should  not  be  checked  in  the  spring  it  would  thus  spon- 
taneously make  to  its  maximum  of  energy,  that  is,  it  is  supposed 
that  the  conditions  requisite  to  allow  this  spring  have  been  supplied, 
and  that  all  impediments  to  it  have  been  removed.  This  postulates 
of  course  the  presence  of  an  object.  The  definition  further  states, 
that  the  exertion  must  be  that  of  a  power  of  whose  energy  we  are 
conscious.  This  requires  no  illustration.  There 
8.  or  which  we  an      arQ  p0werg  ^  ma„   tne  activities  of  which  lie 

conscious.  r  ,  „  .  «        .     . 

beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness.  But  it  is 
of  the  very  essence  of  pleasure  and  pain  to  oe  felt,  and  there  is  no 
feeling  out  of  consciousness.  What  has  now  been  said  of  the  terms 
used  in  the  definition  of  pleasure,  renders  all  comment  superfluous 
on  the  parallel  expressions  employed  in  that  of  pain. 

On  this  doctrine  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  are  given  differ- 
ent kinds  of  pleasure,  and  different  kinds  of 
piearoT^-roaitiTe      pain.    In  the  first  place,  these  are  twofold,  inas- 

and  Negative.  r,  ,    .       .  f       -ri     .  .  n    *  i       , 

much  as  each  is  either  Positive  and  Absolute,  or 
Negative  and  Relative.  In  regard  to  the  former,  the  mere  negation 
of  pain  does,  by  relation  to  pain,  constitute  a  state  of  pleasure. 
Thus,  the  removal  of  the  toothache  replaces  us  in  a  state  which, 
though  one  really  of  indifference,  is,  by  contrast  to  our  previous 
agony,  felt  as  pleasurable.  This  is  negative  or  relative  pleasure. 
Positive  or  absolute  pleasure,  on  the  contrary,  is  all  that  pleasure 
which  we  feel  above  a  state  of  indifference,  and  which  is,  therefore, 
prized  as  a  good  in  itself  and  not  simply  as  the  removal  of  an  evil. 
On  the  same  principle,  pain  is  also  divided  into  Positive  or  Abso- 


Lect.  XLIL  METAPHY8ICS.  579 

late,  and  into  Negative  or  Relative.    Bat,  in  the  second  place,  there 

is,  moreover,  a  subdivision  of  positive  pain  into 

Pain,— Positive  and      that  which    accompanies  a  repression  of  the 

negative.  spontaneous  energy  of  a  power,  and  that  which 

divided.™  *B  conJome<^  ^th  its  effort,  when  stimulated  to 

over-activity.1 

I  proceed  now  to  state  certain  corollaries,  which  flow  immediately 

from  the  preceding  doctrine. 

In  the  first  place,  as  the  powers  which,  in  an  individual,  are  either 

preponderantly  strong  by  nature,  or  have  become 

J*^1*ri™omppe"      preponderantly  strong  by  habit,  have  compara- 

1.  The  individual  tively  more  perfect  energies;  so  the  pleasures 
will  be  disposed  to  ex-  which  accompany  these  will  be  proportionally 
eroim  hit  more  yigor-  intense  and  enduring.  But  this  being  the  case, 
oas  powers.  ^e  individual  will  be  disposed  principally,  if  not 
exclusively,  to  exercise  these  more  vigorous  powers,  for  their  ener- 
gies afford  him  the  largest  complement  of  purest  pleasure.  "  Trahit 
sua  quemque  voluptas,"*  each  has  his  ruling  passion. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  as  the  exercise  of  a  power  is  the  only 
means  by  which  it  is  invigorated,  but  as,  at  the 

2.  Those  Acuities  same  time,  this  exercise,  until  the  development 
whieh  most  need  oni-  ^  accomplished,  elicits  imperfect,  and,  there- 
tivation,  the  least  se-        -  .   /.  *  i       A  i  i  vi 

^^^  fore,  painful,  or  at  least  less  pleasurable,  energy, 

—  it  follows  that  those  faculties  which  stand  the 
most  in  need  of  cultivation,  are  precisely  those  which  the  least 
secure  it;  while,  on  the  contrary,  those  which  are  already  more 
fully  developed,  are  precisely  those  which  present  the  strongest 
inducements  for  their  still  higher  invigoration. 

l  [With  the  foregoing  theory  compare  [Bonnet,  Essai  Analytupts  sur  VAms,  caps.  rvii. 

Hntoheson,  System  of  Moral  Philosophy,  i.  p.  xx.    Ferguson,  Prin.  of  Moral  and  Political 

21  et  stq     Udders,  Kritik  d.  Statistic,  p.  457-9.  Science,  Fart  ii.  o.  1,  $  2.  —  Ed.] 

fiedenunn,  Psychologis,  p.  161.  edit.  1804.]  a  Virgil,  Jfel.ii.e6.— Ed. 


LECTURE    XLIII. 

THE  FEELINGS.  —  HISTORICAL  ACCOUNT  OP  THEORIE8  OF 
PLEASURE  AND  PAIN. 

In  my  last  Lecture,  I  gave  an  abstract  statement  of  that  Theory 

of  Pleasure  and  Pain,  which,  I  think,  is  compe- 

Beeapi    ation.  ^^  an(j  exciusjvejy  competent,  to  explain  the 

whole  multiform  phenomena  of  our  Feelings,  —  a  theory,  conse- 
quently, which  those  whole  phenomena  concur  in  establishing.  It 
is,  in  truth,  nothing  but  a  generalization  of  what  is  essential  in  the 
concrete  facts  themselves.  Before,  however,  proceeding  to  show, 
by  its  application  to  particular  cases,  that  this  theory  affords  us  a 
simple  principle,  on  which  to  account  for  the  most  complicated  and 
perplexing  phenomena  of  Feeling,  I  shall  attempt  to  give  you  a 

slight  survey  of  the  most  remarkable  opinions 

General    historical      on  this  point.     To  do  this,  however  imperfectly, 

tiwFieasarabte  " °        *8  °^  tne  more  importance,  as  there  is  no  work  in 

which  any  such  historical  deduction  is  attempt- 
ed; but  principally,  because  the  various  theories  of  philosophers 
on  the  doctrine  of  the  pleasurable,  are  found,  when  viewed  in  con- 
nection, all  to  concur  in  manifesting  the  truth  of  that  one  which  I 
have  proposed  to  you, — a  theory,  in  fact,  which  is  the  resumption 
and  complement  of  them  all.  In  attempting  this  survey,  I  by  no 
means  propose  to  furnish  even  an  indication  of  all  the  opinions  that 
have  been  held  in  regard  to  the  pleasurable  in  general,  nor  even  of 
all  the  doctrines  on  this  subject  that  have  been  advanced  by  the 
authors  to  whom  I  specially  refer.  I  can  only  afford  to  speak  of  the 
more  remarkable  theories,  and,  in  these,  only  of  the  more  essential 
particulars.  But,  in  point  of  fact,  though  there  is  no  end  of  what 
has  been  written  upon  pleasure  and  pain,  considered  in  their  moral 
relations  and  effects,  the  speculations  in  regard  to  their  psycholog- 
ical causes  and  conditions  are  comparatively  few.  In  general,  I 
may  also  premise  that  there  is  apparent  a  remarkable  gravitation  in 
the  various  doctrines  promulgated  on  this  point,  towards  a  common 
centre ;  and,  however  one-sided  and  insufficient  the  several  opinions 
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may  appear,  they  are  all  substantially  grounded  upon  truth,  being 

usually  right  in  what  they  affirm,  and  wrong  only  in  what  they 

deny ;  all  are  reflections,  but  only  partial  reflections,  of  the  truth. 

These  opinions,  I  may  further  remark,  fall  into 

These  theories  fail      tw0  great  classes ;  and  at  the  head  of  each  there 

— the^ViatonieTInd  "  ^oun^  one  °^  ^e  tw0  great  philosophers  of 
Aristoteiio.  antiquity, —  Plato  being  the  founder  of  the  one 

.  general  theory,  Aristotle  of  the   other.      But 

though  the  distinction  of  these  classes  pervades  the  whole  history 
of  the  doctrines,  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  follow  this  classifica- 
tion in  the  following  observations,  but  shall  content  myself  with  a 
chronological  arrangement. 

Plato  is  the  first  philosopher  who  can  be  said  to  have  attempted 

the  generalization  of  a  law  which  regulates  the 

Plato  the  first  to  at-      manifestation  of  pleasure  and  pain ;  and  it  is  but 

ti     of  a  taTof  Pleas-      Bcanty  justice  to  acknowledge  that  no  subsequent 

nr©  and  Pain.  philosopher  has  handled  the  subject  with  greater 

ingenuity  and  acuteness.    For  though  the  theory 

of  Aristotle  be  more  fully  developed,  and,  as  I  am  convinced,  upon 

the  whole  the  most  complete  and  accurate  which  we  possess,  it  is 

but  fair  to  add,  that  he  borrowed  a  considerable  portion  of  it  from 

Plato,  whose  doctrine  he  corrected  and  enlarged. 

The  opinion  of  Plato  regarding  the  source  of  pleasure  is  con- 
tained in  the  PhiUbus,  and  in  the  ninth  book  of 
Plato's  theory, —that      tne  Republic,  with  incidental  allusions  to  his 
*  rtat*  °J^^  b  a      theory  in  other  dialogues.     Thus,  in  the  opening 
state  of  pain.  of  the  Phcedo?  we  have  the  following  statement 

of  its  distinguishing  principle,  —  that  a  state  of 
pleasure  is  always  preceded  by  a  state  of  pain.  Pheedo,  in  describ- 
ing the  conduct  of  Socrates  in  the  prison  and  on  the  eve  of  death, 
narrates,  that  "  sitting  upright  on  the  bed  he  (Socrates)  drew  up  his 
leg,  and  stroking  it  with  his  hand,  said  at  the  same  time,  —  *  What 
a  wonderful  thing  is  this,  my  friends,  which  men  call  the  pleasant 
and  agreeable !  and  how  wonderful  a  relation  does  it  bear  by  nature 
to  that  which  seems  to  be  its  contrary,  the  painful!  For  they  are 
unwilling  to  be  present  with  us  both  together ;  and  yet,  if  any  per- 
son pursues  and  obtains  the  one,  he  is  most  always  under  a  necessity 
of  accepting  also  the  other,  as  if  both  of  them  depended  from  a 
single  summit.  And  it  seems  to  me'  (he  continues),  'that  if  jEsop 
had  perceived  this,  he  would  have  written  a  fable  upon  it,  and  have 
told  us  that  the  Deity,  being  willing  to  reconcile  the  conflictive 
natures,  but  at  the  same  time  unable  to  accomplish  this  design,  con- 

ip.eo.-ED. 
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joined  their  summits  in  an  existence  one  and  the  same;  and  that 
hence  it  comes  to  pass  that  whoever  partakes  of  the  one,  is  soon 
after  compelled  to  participate  in  the  other.  And  this,  as  it  appears, 
is  the  case  with  myself  at  present ;  for  the  pain  which  was  before  in 
my  leg,  through  the  stricture  of  the  fetter,  is  now  succeeded  by  a 
pleasant  sensation.9 " 

The  following  extract  from  the  Philebus1  will,  however,  show 
more  fully  the  purport  and  grounds  of  his  opinion : 

"  Socrates.  I  say  then,  that  whenever  the  har- 

Quotation  from  the  . ,        ~_  «  •       i   •     i_      i 

Phflibo».  mony  in  the  frame  of  any  animal  is  broken,  a 

breach  is  then  made  in  its  constitution,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  rise  is  given  to  pains. 

"Protarchus.  You  say  what  is  highly  probable. 

"  Soc.  But  when  the  harmony  is  restored,  and  the  breach  is 
healed,  we  should  say  that  then  pleasure  is  produced ;  if  points  of 
so  great  importance  may  be  despatched  at  once  in  so  few  words. 

"Prot.  In  my  opinion,  O  Socrates,  you  say  what  is  very  true; 
but  let  us  try  if  we  can  show  these  truths  in  a  light  still  clearer. 

u  Soc.  Are  not  such  things  as  ordinarily  happen,  and  are  manifest 
to  us  all,  the  most  easy  to  be  understood? 

u  Prot.  What  things  do  you  mean  ? 

"  Soc.  Want  of  food  makes  a  breach  in  the  animal  system,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  gives  the  pain  of  hunger. 

"Prot.  True. 

"  Soc.  And  food,  in  filling  up  the  breach  again,  gifes  a  pleasure. 

"Prot.  Right. 

uSoc.  Want  of  drink  also,  interrupting  the  circulation  of  the 
blood  and  humors,  brings  on  us  corruption  together  with  the  pain 
of  thirst ;  but  the  virtue  of  a  liquid  in  moistening  and  replenishing 
the  parts  dried  up,  yields  a  pleasure.  In  like  manner,  unnatural 
suffocating  heat,  in  dissolving  the  texture  of  the  parts,  gives  a  pain-* 
ful  sensation ;  but  a  cooling  again,  a  refreshment  agreeable  to  nature, 
affects  us  with  a  sense  of  pleasure. 

u  Prot.  Most  certainly. 

"  Soc.  And  the  concretion  of  the  animal  humors  through  cold, 
contrary  to  their  nature,  occasions  pain ;  but  a  return  to  their  pris- 
tine state  of  fluidity,  and  a  restoring  of  the  natural  circulation,  pro- 
duce pleasure.  See,  then,  whether  you  think  this  general  account 
of  the  matter  not  amiss,  concerning  that  sort  of  being  which  I  said 
was  composed  of  indefinite  and  definite, —  that,  when  by  nature 
any  beings  of  that  sort  become  animated  with  soul,  their  passage 
into  corruption,  or  a  total  dissolution,  is  accompanied  with  pain  j 

ip.  a.— Ed. 
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and  their  entrance  into  existence,  the  assembling  of  all  those  par- 
ticles which  compose  the  nature  of  each  a  being,  is  attended  with  a 
sense  of  pleasure. 

tt Prot.  I  admit  your  account  of  this  whole  matter;  for,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  it  bears  on  it  the  stamp  of  truth." 

And,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  dialogue,  Socrates  is  made  to 
approve  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Eleatic  School,  in  regard  to  the  unre- 
ality of  pleasure,  as  a  thing  always  in  generation,  that  is,  always  in 
progress  towards  existence,  but  never  absolutely  existent. 

a  Soc.  But  what  think  you  now  of  this  ?  Have  we  not  heard  it 
said  concerning  pleasure,  that  it  is  a  thing  always  in  generation, 
always  produced  anew,  and  which,  having  no  stability  of  being, 
cannot  properly  be  said  to  be  at  all?  For  some  ingenious  persons 
there  are,  who  endeavor  to  show  us  that  such  is  the  nature  of  pleas- 
ure ;  and  we  are  much  obliged  to  them  for  this  their  account  of 
it."1 

Then,  after  an  expository  discourse  on  the  Eleatic  doctrine,  Soc- 
rates proceeds:2 — "Therefore,  as  I  said  in  the  beginning  of  this 
argumentation,  we  are  much  obliged  to  the  persons  who  have  given 
us  this  account  of  pleasure,  —  that  the  essence  of  it  consists  in  being 
always  generated  anew,  but  that  never  has  it  any  kind  of  being. 
For  it  is  plain  that  these  persons  would  laugh  at  a  man  who  asserted, 
that  pleasure  and  good  were  the  same  thing. 

"Prot.  Certainly  they  would. 

u  Soc.  And  these  very  persons  would  undoubtedly  laugh  at  those 
men,  wherever  they  met  with  them,  who  place  their  chief  good 
and  end  in  a  becoming,  —  an  approximation  to  existence  ? 

uProt.  How?  what  sort  of  men  do  you  mean? 

u  Soc.  Such  as,  in  freeing  themselves  from  hunger  or  thirst,  or 
any  of  the  uneasinesses  from  which  they  are  freed  by  generation,  — 
by  tending  towards  being,  are  so  highly  delighted  with  the  action 
of  removing  those  uneasinesses,  as  to  declare  they  would  not  choose 
to  live  without  suffering  thirst  and  hunger,  nor  without  feeling  all 
those  other  sensations  which  may  be  said  to  follow  from  such  kinds 
of  uneasiness." 

The  sum  of  Plato's  doctrine  on  this  subject  is  this, — that  pleas- 
ure is  nothing  absolute,  nothing  positive,  but  a 
Son  of  Piat^t  doe-  mere  relation  to,  a  mere  negation  of,  pain.  Pain 
able  is  the  root,  the  condition,  the  antecedent  of  pleas- 

ure, and  the  latter  is  only  a  restoration  of  the 
feeling  subject,  from  a  state  contrary  to  nature  to  a  state  conforma- 
ble with  nature.    Pleasure  is  the  mere  replenishing  of  a  vacuum,— 

1  P.  68  —  Ed  3  P.  54. —Ed. 
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the  mere  satisfying  of  a  want.    With  this  principal  doctrine,— -that 

pleasure  is  only  the  negation  of  pain,  Plato  connects  sundry  collate* 

ral  opinions  in  conformity  to  his  general  system.    That  pleasure,  for 

example,  is  not  a  good,  and  that  it  is  nothing  real  or  existent,  but 

something  only  in  the  progress  towards  existence,  —  never  being, 

ever  becoming  (del  yvyvofxeyov,  ov8cirorc  or). 

Aristotle  saw  the  partiality  and  imperfection  of  this  theory,  and 

himself  proposed  another,  which  should  supply 

The  doctrine  of  Arif-      its  deficiencies.    His  speculations  concerning  the 

totie  proposed  to  cor-      pleasurable  are  to  be  found  in  his  Ethical  Trea- 

rect  and  supplement  .  _  _  .  , 

the  Platonic.  tlse8>  and» to  BaT  nothing  of  the  two  lesser  works, 

the  Magna  Moralia  and  the  Eudernian  MhicSy1 
you  will  find  the  subject  fully  discussed  in  the  seventh  and  tenth 
Books  of  the  Ntcomachean  Ethics.  I  shall  say  nothing  of  Aris- 
totle's arguments  against  Eudoxus,  as  to  whether  pleasure  be  the 
chief  good,  and  against  Plato,  as  to  whether  it  be  a  good  at  all,  — 
these  are  only  ethical  questions ;  I  shall  confine  my  observations  to 
the  psychological  problem  touching  the  law  which  governs  its 
manifestation.  Aristotle,  in  the  first  place,  refutes  the  Platonic 
theory,  that  pleasure  is  only  the  removal  of  a 
Aristotle  refutes  the  pain.  "  Since  it  is  asserted,"  he  says,9  u  that  pain 
piatonk   doctrine,-      ^  a  want^  an  in(jigence  (&8«a)  contrary  to  na- 

that  pleasure  is  011I7       ^  .    ^  .,/%  v       .   '.  -J,. 

the  removal  of  a  pain.  ture»  pleasure  will  be  a  repletion,  a  filling  up 
(Ayairkypitxrv;)  of  that  want  in  conformity  to  na- 
ture. But  want  and  its  repletion  are  corporeal  affections.  Now  if 
pleasure  be  the  repletion  of  a  want  contrary  to  nature,  that  which 
contains  the  repletion  will  contain  the  pleasure,  and  the  faculty  of 
being  pleased.  But  the  want  and  its  repletion  are  in  the  body ;  the 
body,  therefore,  will  be  pleased,  —  the  body  will  be  the  subject  of 
this  feeling.  But  the  feeling  of  pleasure  is  an  affection  of  the  soul. 
Pleasure,  therefore,  cannot  be  merely  a  repletion.  True  it  is,  that 
pleasure  is  consequent  on  the  repletion  of  a  want,  as  pain  is  conse- 
quent on  the  want  itself.  For  we  are  pleased  when  our  wants  are 
satisfied ;  pained  when  this  is  prevented. 

"  It  appears,"  proceeds  the  Stagirite,  u  that  this  opinion  has  origi- 
nated in  an  exclusive  consideration  of  our  bodily  pains  and  pleas- 
ures, and  more  especially  those  relative  to  food.  For  when  inani- 
tion has  taken  place,  and  we  have  felt  the  pains  of  hunger,  we  expe- 
rience pleasure  in  its  repletion.    But  the  same  does  not  hold  good 

1  The  genuineness  of  these  two  works  is  of  the  three  hooks  whioh  are  common  to  both 

questionable.    The  chapters  on  pleasure  in  treatises.  —  Ed. 

Eudernian  Ethics  are  identical  with  those  in  9  Eth.  Me.  z.  8  —Ed. 
the  7th  book  of  the  Nicomaduan,  being  part 
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in  reference  to  all  our  pleasures.  For  the  pleasure  we  find,  for  ex- 
ample, in  mathematical  contemplations,  and  even  in  some  of  the 
senses,  is  wholly  unaccompanied  with  pain.  Thus  the  gratification 
we  derive  from  the  energies  of  hearing,  smell,  and  sight,  is  not  con- 
sequent on  any  foregone  pain,  and  in  them  there  is,  therefore,  no 
repletion  of  a  want.  Moreover,  hope,  and  the  recollection  of  past 
good,  are  pleasing ;  but  are  the  pleasures  from  these  a  repletion  ? 
This  cannot  be  maintained ;  Cor  in  them  there  is  no  want  preceding, 
which  could  admit  of  repletion.  Hence  it  is  manifest,  that  pleasure 
is  not  the  negation  of  a  pain." 

Having  disposed  of  Plato's  theory,  Aristotle  proposes  his  own ; 

and  his  doctrine,  in  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  altogether 
jrhe  theory  of  Arte-      conformaDle  to  that  I  have  given  to  you,  as  the 

one  that  appears  to  me  the  true. 
Pleasure  is  maintained  by  Aristotle  to  be  the  concomitant  of 

energy, — of  perfect  energy,  whether  of  the  func- 

Pleasnre,  tccordiag        tions  of  genge   Qr  InteUect .   and        rfect  en 
to  Aristotle,  is  the  con-  , 

eomitant  of  the  on-  ^e  describes  as  that  which  proceeds  from  a 
impeded  energy  of  a  power  in  health  and  vigor,  and  exercised  upon 
Power-  an  object  relatively  excellent,  that  is,  suited  to 

call  forth  the  power  into  unimpeded  activity.  Pleasure,  though  the 
result,  —  the  concomitant  of  perfect  action,  he  distinguishes  from  the 
perfect  action  itself.  It  is  not  the  action,  it  is  not  the  perfection, 
though  it  be  consequent  on  action,  and  a  necessary  efflorescence  of 
its  perfection.  Pleasure  is  thus  defined  by  Aristotle  to  be  the  con- 
comitant of  the  unimpeded  energy  of  a  natural  power,  faculty,  or 
acquired  habit.1  "  Thus  when  a  sense,  for  exam- 
e  quo    .       pj^  .g  »n  perfeC|.  heaHn)  and  it  is  presented  with 

a  suitable  object  of  the  most  perfect  kind,  there  is  elicited  the  most 
perfect  energy,  which,  at  every  instant  of  its  continuance,  is  accom- 
panied with  pleasure.  The  same  holds  good  with  the  function  of 
Imagination,  Thought,  etc.  Pleasure  is  the  concomitant  in  every 
case  where  powers  and  objects  are  in  themselves  perfect,  and  be- 
tween which  there  subsists  a  suitable  relation.  Hence  arises  the 
pleasure  of  novelty.  For  on  the  first  presentation  of  a  new  object, 
the  energy  of  cognition  is  intensely  directed  upon  it,  and  the  pleas- 
ure high ;  whereas  when  the  object  is  again  and  again  presented,  the 
energy  relaxes,  and  the  pleasure  declines.  But  pleasure  is  not 
merely  the  consequent  of  the  most  perfect  exertion  of  power;  for  it 
reacts  upon  the  power  itself,  by  raising,  invigorating,  and  perfecting 
its  development.  For  we  make  no  progress  in  a  study,  except  we 
feel  a  pleasure  in  its  pursuit. 

l  See  above,  p  577.  —  Ed. 
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"Every  different  power  has  its  peculiar  pleasure  and  its  peculiar 
pain ;  and  each  power  is  as  much  corrupted  by  its  appropriate  pain 
as  it  is  perfected  by  its  appropriate  pleasure.  Pleasure  is  not  some- 
thing that  arises, — that  comes  into  existence,  part  after  part;  it  is, 
on  the  contrary,  complete  at  every  indivisible  instant  of  its  contin- 
uance. It  is  not,  therefore,  as  Plato  holds,  a  change,  a  motion,  a 
generation  (ybn<rts,  Ktvrjms),  which  exists  piecemeal  as  it  were,  and 
successively  in  time,  and  only  complete  after  a  certain  term  of  en- 
durance ;  but  on  the  contrary  something  instantaneous,  and,  from 
moment  to  moment,  perfect."1 

Such  were  the  two  theories  touching  the  law  of  pleasure  and 
pain,  propounded  by  the  two  principal  thinkers 

Nothing  added  in      of  antiquity.     To  their  doctrines  on  this  point 

«h^or%tato  «d      we  find  nothinS  added>  worthv  of  commemora- 
Aristotle,  tion,  by  the  succeeding  philosophers  of  Greece 

and  Rome ;  nay,  we  do  not  find  that  in  antiquity 
these  doctrines  received  any  farther  development  or  confirmation. 
Among  the  ancients,  however,  the  Aristotelic  theory  seems  to  have 
soon  superseded  the  Platonic ;  for,  even  among  the  lower  Platonista 
themselves,  there  is  no  attempt  to  vindicate  the  doctrine  of  their 
master,  in  so  far  as  to  assert  that  all  pleasure  is  only  a  relief  from 
pain.  Their  sole  endeavor  is  to  reconcile  Plato's  opinion  with  that 
of  Aristotle,  by  showing  that  the  former  did  not  mean  to  extend  the 
principle  in  question  to  pleasure  in  general,  but  applied  it  only  to 
the  pleasures  of  certain  of  the  senses.  And,  in  truth,  various  passa- 
ges in  the  Philebus  and  in  the  ninth  book  of  the  Republic^  afford 
countenance  to  this  interpretation.*  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  it 
was  only  in  more  recent  times  that  the  Platonic  doctrine,  in  all  its 
exclusive  rigor,  was  again  revived ;  and  that  too  by  philosophers 
who  seem  not  to  have  been  aware  of  the  venerable  authority  in 
fevor  of  the  paradox  which  they  proposed  as  new.  I  may  add  that 
the  philosophers,  who  in  modern  times  have  speculated  upon  the 
conditions  of  the  pleasurable,  seem,  in  general,  unaware  of  what  had 
been  attempted  on  this  problem  by  the  ancients ;  and  it  is  indeed 
this  circumstance  alone  that  enables  us  to  explain,  why  the  modern 
theories  on  this  subject,  in  principle  the  same  with  that  of  Aristotle, 
have  remained  so  inferior  to  his  in  the  great  virtues  of  a  theory,  — 
comprehension  and  simplicity. 

l  See  Bt*.  Nic.  x.  4, 5.  —  Ed.  [On  Aristotle's  both  of  Sense  and  Intellect,  is,  according  to 

doctrine  of  the  Pleasurable;  see  Tennemann,  Plato,    accompanied    with  a    sensation  of 

Qesh.  der  Philosophic,  ill.  200.]  pleasure  and  pain.     Republic,  ix.  667.    Jfcrfa- 

i  [Plato,  as  well  as  Aristotle,  seems  to  have  bus,  p.  211,  edit  Bip.    See  Tennemann,  Q+ 

made  pleasure  consist  in  a  harmonious,  pain  tckicku  der  Phtiosophiet  ii.  p.  280.1 
in  a  disharmonious,  energy.    £rery  energy, 
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Before,  however,  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  subsequent 

opinions,  it  may  be  proper  to  observe  that  the 

Tbe  theories  of  Fiato      theories  of  Plato  and  Aristotle,  however  oppo- 

and  Aristotle  reduced  .        .  ..       ,  _         %r 

to  unity.  wte  m  appearance,  may  easily  be  reduced  to 

unity,  and  the  theory  of  which  I  have  given  you 
the  general  expression,  will  be  found  to  be  the  consummated  com- 
plement of  both.  The  two  doctrines  differ  only  essentially  in  this : 
—  that  the  one  makes  a  previous  pain  the  universal  condition  of 
pleasure ;  while  the  other  denies  this  condition  as  a  general  law,  and 
holds  that  pleasure  is  a  positive  reality,  and  more  than  the  mere 
alternative  of  pain.  Now,  in  regard  to  this  difference,  it  must  be 
admitted,  on  the  one  hand,  that  in  so  far  as  the  instances  are  con- 
cerned, on  which  Plato  attempts  to  establish  his  principle,  Aristotle 
is  successful  in  showing,  that  these  are  only  special  cases,  and  do 
not  warrant  the  unlimited  conclusion  in  support  of  which  they  are 
adduced* 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  confessed  that  Aristotle  has 
not  shown  the  principle  to  be  false,  —  that  all  pleasure  is  an  escape 
from  pain.  He  shows,  indeed,  that  the  analogy  of  hunger,  thirst, 
and  other  bodily  affections,  cannot  be  extended 
in  what  sense  the  to  the  gratification  we  experience  from  the  ener- 
^omo  ogma  s  gies  0f  intellect, —  cannot  be  extended  even  to 
that  which  we  experience  in  the  exercise  of  the 
higher  senses.  It  is  true,  that  the  pleasure  I  experience  in  this  par- 
ticular act  of  vision,  cannot  be  explained  from  the  pain  I  had  felt  in 
another  particular  act  of  vision,  immediately  preceding ; '  and  if  this 
example  were  enough,  it  would  certainly  be  made  out  that  pleasure 
is  not  merely  the  negation  of  a  foregoing  pain.  But  let  us  ascend  a 
step  higher  and  inquire,  —  would  it  not  be  painful  if  the  faculty  of 
vision  (to  take  the  same  example)  were  wholly  restrained  from 
operation  ?  Now  it  will  not  be  denied,  that  the  repression  of  any 
power  in  its  natural  nisus,  —  conatus,  to  action,  is  positively  painful ; 
and,  therefore,  that  the  exertion  of  a  power,  if  it  afforded  only  a 
negation  of  that  positive  pain,  and  were,  in  its  own  nature,  abso- 
lutely indifferent,  would,  by  relation  to  the  pain  from  which  it  yields 
us  a  relief  appear  to  us  a  real  pleasure.  We  may,  therefore,  I 
think,  maintain,  with  perfect  truth,  that  as  the  holding  back  of  any 
power  from  exercise  is  positively  painful,  so  its  passing  into  energy 
is,  were  it  only  the  removal  of  that  painful  repression,  negatively 
pleasurable ;  on  this  ground,  consequently,  and  to  this  extent,  we 
may  rightly  hold  with  Plato,  —  that  every  state  of  pleasure  and  free 
energy  is,  in  fact,  the  escape  from  an  alternative  state  of  pain  and 
compulsory  inaction. 
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So  far  we  are  warranted  in  going.  But  we  should  be  wrong  were 
we  to  constitute  this  partial  truth  into  an  unlimited,  —  an  exclusive 
principle ;  that  is,  were  we  to  maintain  that  the  whole  pleasure  we 
derive  from  the  exercise  of  our  powers,  is  noth- 
th  Th!jloctri,ie  **'  ing  more  than  a  negation  of  the  pain  we  expe- 
activity  arises  from  rience  from  their  forced  inertion.  This  I  say 
the  negation  of  the  would  be  an  erroneous,  because  an  absolute,  con- 
pain  of  forced  iner-      ciU8ion.    For  the  pleasure  we  find  in  the  free 


<m,-wnmwi».  ^^  ^  ^^^  faculties  is,  as  we  are  most  fully  con- 

scious, far  more  than  simply  a  superseding  of  pain.  That  philoso- 
phy, indeed,  would  only  provoke  a  smile  which  would  maintain,  that 
all  pleasure  is  in  itself  only  a  zero,  —  a  nothing,  which  becomes  a 
something  only  by  relation  to  the  reality  of  pain  which  it  annuls. 
It  is  true,  indeed,  that  after  a  compulsory  iner- 

Afterooinpulsoryin-        ^         QUr      lea  in  the   firgt  exertion   of  OUT  ' 

ertJon,  pleasure  high-  '  . r  ' 

cr  than  in  ordinary  faculties,  is  frequently  far  higher  than  that  which 
circumstances,  —  ex-  we  experience  in  their  ordinary  exercise,  when 
plain6d-  left  at  liberty.     But  this  does  not,  at  least  does 

not  exclusively,  arise  from  the  contrast  of  the  previous  and  subse- 
quent states  of  pain  and  pleasure,  but  principally  because  the  powers 
are  in  excessive  vigor,  —  at  least  in  excessive  erethism  or  excitation, 
and  have  thus  a  greater  complement  of  intenser  energy  suddenly  to 
expend.  On  the  principle,  therefore,  that  the  degree  of  pleasure  is 
always  in  the  ratio  of  the  degree  of  spontaneous  activity,  the  pleas- 
ure immediately  consequent  on  the  emancipation  of  a  power  from 
thraldom,  would,  if  the  power  remain  uninjured  by  the  constraint, 
be  naturally  greater,  because  the  energy  would  in  that  case  be,  for  a 
season,  more  intense.  At  the  same  time,  the  state  of  pleasure  would 
in  this  case  appear  to  be  higher  than  what  it  absolutely  is ;  because 
it  would  be  set  off  by  proximate  contrast  with  a  previous  state  of 
pain.  Thus  it  is  that  a  basin  of  water  of  ordinary  blood  heat,  ap- 
pears hot,  if  we  plunge  in  it  a  hand  which  had  previously  been 
dipped  in  snow ;  and  cold,  if  we  immerse  in  it  another  whioh  had 
previously  been  placed  in  water  of  a  still  higher  temperature.  But 
it  is  unfair  to  apply  this  magnifying  effect  of  contrast  to  the  one 

relative  and  not  to  the  other;  and  any  argument 

Un^in°  'effect  tbf      drawn  &om  **  against  the  positive  reality  of 

contrast  to  disprove      pleasure,  applies  equally  to  disprove  the  positive 

the  positive  reality  of      reality  of  pain.     The  true  doctrine  I  hold  to  be 

pleasure  more  than  of      this:— that  pain  and  pleasure  are,  as  I  have 

said,  each  to  be  considered  both  as  Absolute  and 
as  Relative ;  —  absolute,  that  is,  each  is  something  real,  and  would 
exist  were  the  other  taken  out  of  being ;  relative,  that  is,  each  is  felt 
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as  greater  or  less  by  immediate  contrast  to  the  other.    I  may  illus- 
trate this  by  the  analogy  of  a  scale.    Let  the 
Pleasure  and  pain      state  of  indifference,  —  that  is,  the  negation  of 

both    Absolute    and        ,      .  .  .  ° 

Beiatir^  "ota  Pam  and  pleasure,  be  marked  as  zero,  let 

the  degrees  of  pain  be  denoted  by  a  descending 
series  of  numbers  below  zero,  and  the  degrees  of  pleasure  by  an 
ascending  series  of  numbers  above  zero.  Now,  suppose  the  degree 
of  pain  we  feel  from  a  certain  state  of  hunger,  to  be  six  below  zero; 
in  this  case  our  feeling,  in  the  act  of  eating,  will  not  merely  rise  to 
zero,  that  is,  to  the  mere  negation  of  pain,  as  the  Platonic  theory 
holds,  but  to  some  degree  of  positive  pleasure,  say  six.  And  here  I 
may  observe,  that,  were  the  insufficiency  of  the  Platonic  theory 
shown  by  nothing  else,  this  would  be  done  by  the  absurd  conse- 
quences it  implies,  in  relation  to  the  function  of  nutrition  alone;  for  if 
its  principles  be  true,  then  would  our  gratification  from  the  appease- 
ment of  hunger,  be  equally  great  by  one  kind  of  viand  as  by  another. 
Thus,  then,  the  counter  theories  of  Plato  and  Aristotle  are,  as  I 
have  said,  right  in  what  they  affirm,  wrong  in 
The  counter  theories  what  they  deny;  each  contains  the  truth,  but 
of  Plato  and  Aristotle  t  ^       h  j    truth     By  supplying,  therefore, 

the  partial  expression*  J        rr  J     &'  * 

of  the  true.  to  either  that  in  which  it  was  defective,  we 

reduce  their  apparent  discord  to  real  harmony, 
and  show  that  they  are  severally  the  partial  expressions  of  a  theory 
which  comprehends  and  consummates  them  both.  But  to  proceed 
in  our  historical  survey. 

Passing  over  a  host  of  commentators  in  the  Lower  Empire,  and 
during  the  middle  ages,  who  were  content  to 
Historical  notices  of      repeat  the  doctrines  of  Aristotle  and  Plato;  in 
PitasurabieTreBumed.      modern  times,  the  first  original  philosopher  I  am 
aware  o£  who  seems  to  have  turned  his  atten- 
tion upon  the  phenomena  of  pain  and  pleasure,  is  the  celebrated 
Cardan ;  and  the  result  of  his  observation  was  a 
cardan, -held    a      theory  identical  with  Plato's,  though  of  Plato's 

theory  Identical  with  ;     .  _        ,  A      ,  , 

Pjato^  speculation    he   does  not   seem  to  have  been 

aware.  In  the  sixth  chapter  of  his  very  curious 
autobiography,  De  Vita  Propria  Liber y  he  tells  us,  that  it  was  Lis 
wont  to  anticipate  the  causes  of  disease,  because  he  was  of  opiuion 
that  pleasure  consisted  in  the  appeasement  of  a  preexistent  pain, 
(quod  arbftrarer,  voluptatem  consistere  in  dolore  pracedenti,  seda- 
to).  But  in  the  thirteenth  book  of  his  great  work,  De  Subtilitate, 
this  theory  is  formally  propounded.  This,  however,  was  not  done 
in  the  earlier  editions  of  the  work ;  and,  the  theory  was,  therefore, 
not  canvassed  by  the  ingenuity  of  his  critic,  the  elder  Scaliger, 
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whose  Exercitationea  contra  Cardanum  are  totally  silent  on  the 
subject.  It  is  only  in  the  editions  of  the  De  Subtilitate  of  Cardan, 
subsequent  to  the  year  1560,  that  a  statement  of  the  theory  in  ques- 
tion is  to  be  found.    The  following  is  a  summary  of  his  reasoning : 

«■— "  All  pleasure  has  its  root  in  a  preceding  pain. 
Summiiyofblsdoo.       Tlmg  it  .fl  ^  we  find  pleagnre  in   fegt  ^^ 
trine. 

hard  labor ;  in  meat  and  drink  after  hunger  and 
thirst ;  in  the  sweet  after  the  bitter ;  in  light  after  darkness ;  in  har- 
mony after  discord.  Such  are  the  facts  in  confirmation  of  this  doc- 
trine, which  simple  experience  affords.  But  philosophy  supplies, 
likewise,  a  reason  from  the  nature  of  things  themselves.  Pleasure 
and  pain  exist  only  as  they  are  states  of  feeling ;  but  feeling  is  * 
change,  and  change  always  proceeds  from  one  contrary  to  another; 
consequently,  either  from  the  good  to  the  bad,  or  from  the  bad  to 
the  good.  The  former  of  these  alternatives  is  painful,  and,  there- 
fore, the  other,  when  it  takes  its  place,  is  pleasing ;  a  Btate  of  pain 
must  thus  always  precede  a  state  of  pleasure."  Such  are  the  grounds 
on  which  Cardan  thinks  himself  entitled  to  reject  the  Aristotelic 
theoiy  of  pleasure,  and  to  substitute  in  its  place  the  Platonic.  It 
does  not,  however,  appear  from  anything  he  says,  that  he  was  aware 
of  the  relative  speculations  of  these  two  philosophers. 

But  the  reasoning  of  Cardan  is  incompetent :  for  if  it  proves  any- 
thing, it  proves  too  much,  seeing  that  it  would 

His  theory  criticized.         -,,„,.  .  \  ,  ,,     ^    , 

follow  from  his  premises,  that  a  pleasurable  feel- 
ing cannot  gradually,  continually,  uninterruptedly,  rise  in  intensity; 
for  it  behooves  that  every  new  degree  of  pleasure  should  be  sepa- 
rated from  the  preceding  by  an  intermediate  state  of  higher  pain ; 
a  conclusion  which  is  contradicted  by  the  most  ordinary  and  mani- 
fest experience.  This  theory  remained,  therefore,  in  Cardan's  as  in 
Plato's  hands,  destitute  of  the  necessary  proof. 

The  same  doctrine  —  that  pleasure  is  only  the  alternation  and 

consequent  of  pain  —  was  adopted,  likewise,  by 
^Tl^^Md1'      Montaigne.     In  the  famous  twelfth  chapter  of 

the  second  book  of  his  Essays,  he  says :  —  "Our 

states  of  pleasure  are  only  the  privation  of  our  states  of  pain;"  but 

this  universal  inference  he,  like  his  predecessors,  deduces  only  from 

the  special  phenomena  given  in  certain  of  the  senses. 

The  philosopher  next  in  order  is  Descartes;1  and  his  opinion  it 

i  Before  Descartes,  Vivos  held  a  positive  tionJa  retione  aliqua  Inter  frcultatem  etet* 

theory  of  the  pleasurable.    His  definition  of  jectum,  nt  quasdam  sit  quasi  slmilitudo  inter 

pleasure  and  its  Illustration,  are  worthy  of  a  ilia;  turn  ne  notabiliter  sit  majus,  quod  adftrt 

passing  notioe :"  Delectatlo  elta  est  in  congru-  delectationem ;  nee  notabiliter  minus,  quant 

entia,  quam  invenire  non  est  sine  proper-  ea  vis  quae  reoipit  voluptatem,  ea  utique  parts) 
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deserving  of  attention,  not  bo  much  from  its  intrinsic  value,  as 
jj^^^  from  the  influence  it  has  exerted  upon  those 

who  have  subsequently  speculated  upon  the 
catises  of  pleasure.  These  philosophers  seem  to  have  been  totally 
ignorant  of  the  far  profounder  theories  of  the  ancients;  and  while 
the  regular  discussions  of  the  subject  by  Aristotle  and  Plato  were, 
for  our  modern  psychologists,  as  if  they  had  never  been,  the  inci- 
dental allusion  to  the  matter  by  Descartes,  originated  a  series  of 
speculations  which  is  still  in  progress. 
Descartes9  philosophy  of  the  pleasurable  is  promulgated  in  one 

short  sentence  of  the 'sixth  letter  of  the  First 
pleasurable.  *        *      ^art  °^  ^is  -^jrirtfef,  which  is  addressed  to  the 

Princess  Elizabeth.  It  is  as  follows:  —  "All 
our  pleasure  is  nothing  more  than  the  consciousness  of  some  one  or 
other  of  our  perfections." — ("Tota  nostra  voluptas  posita  est  tan- 
tum  in  perfectionis  alicujus  nostra  conscientia.")  It  is  curious  to 
hear  the  praises  that  have  been  lavished  upon  this  definition  of  the 

pleasurable.  It  has  been  lauded  for  its  novelty; 
££2£i£L  it  has  been  lauded  for  its  importance.  «Des- 
porta**.  cartes,"  says  Mendelssohn  in  his  Letters  on  the 

Sensations  (Briefe  iiber  die  Mnpfindungen)% 
u  was  the  first  who  made  the  attempt  to  give  a  real  explanation  of 
the  pleasurable.'9 1  The  celebrated  Kaestner  thus  opens  his  Keflex*- 
ions  sur  V  Origins  du  Plaisir? — "  I  shall  not  pretend  decidedly  to 
assert  that  no  one  before  Descartes  has  said,  that  pleasure  consisted 
in  the  feeling  of  some  one  of  our  perfections.  I  confess,  however, 
that  I  have  not  found  this  definition  in  any  of  the  dissertations,  some- 
times tiresome,  and  frequently  uninstructive,  of  the  ancient  philoso- 
phers on  the  nature  and  effects  of  pleasure.  I  am,  therefore,  disposed 
to  attribute  a  discovery  which  has  occasioned  so  many  controversies} 
to  that  felicitous  genius,  which  has  disencumbered  metaphysics  of 
the  confused  chaos  of  disputes,  as  unintelligible  as  vain,  in  order  to 
render  it  the  solid  and  instructive  science  of  God  and  of  the  human 
soul."  And  M.  Bertrand,  another  very  intelligent  philosopher,  in 
his  Essai  sur  U  Plaisir*  says,  "Descartes  is  probably  the  first  w!m> 
has  enounced,  that  all  pleasure  consists  in  the  inward  feeling  \.o 


qmrectpttur.   Ideo  medloerto  hut  gratioTest  appended  to  the  NouvtU*  Thtori*  des  Plots**, 

ootdJj,  qiuun  ingens:  et  tabobeoara  gratfore  par  M.  Sulzer  (1767)-    The  NouvelU  Thtorie  is  a 

mint  hebetl  viral;   eundem  in  modum  de  French  version  of  Sulzer'*  treatiae,  Untersu- 

•oate."    Dt  Ammo,  1.  ill.  p.  202,  edit  1666.—  cfamg  «6er  dm  Untprung  dn  angeiuhnun  tmd 

Sd.  unangtntkmtn  Bmpjinduttgen.    See  above,  p. 

'  1  Anaaeifcttng,  6.— Ed.  416  —Ed. 

»  The  R&exums  tm  J'Gnfc**  4*  Fkunr,  to  3  Sect  1.  oh.  i.  p.  3.    Neuohatel.  1777.— Jfc* 
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have  of  some  of  our  perfections,  and,  in  these  few  words,  he  has 
unfolded  a  series  of  great  truths.'9 
Now  what  is  the  originality,  what  is  the  importance,  of  this  cele- 
brated definition?     This  is  easily  answered, — 
The  doctrine  of  Dei-      in  go  far  ag  it  has        meaning,  it  is  only  a  state- 

cartes,  a  vague  version  '  ~  -  *  , 

of  that  of  AriatoUe.  nient,  in  vague  and  general  terms,  of  the  truth 
which  Aristotle  had  promulgated,  in  precise  and 
proximate  expressions.  Descartes  says,  that  pleasure  is  the  con- 
sciousness of  one  or  other  of  our  perfections.  This  is  not  false*; 
but  it  is  not  instructive.  We  are  not  conscious  of  any  perfection 
of  our  nature,  except  in  so  far  as  this  is  the  perfection  of  one  or 
other  of  our  powers ;  and  we  are  not  conscious  of  a  power  at  all, 
far  less  of  its  perfection,  except  in  so  far  as  we  are  conscious  of  its 
operation.  It,  therefore,  behooved  Descartes  to  have  brought  down 
his  definition  of  pleasure  from  the  vague  generality  of  a  conscious- 
ness of  perfection,  to  the  precise  and  proximate  declaration,  that 
pleasure  is  a  consciousness  of  the  perfect  energy  of  a  power.  But 
this  improvement  of  his  definition  would  have  stripped  it  of  all  nov- 
elty. It  would  then  have  appeared  to  be,  what  it  truly  is,  only  a 
version,  and  an  inadequate  version,  of  Aristotle's.  These  are  not 
the  only  objections  that  could  be  taken  to  the  Cartesian  definition ; 
but  for  our  present  purpose  it  would  be  idle  to  advance  them. 
Leibnitz  is  the  next  philosopher  to  whose  opinion  I  shall  refer; 
and  this  you  will  find  stated  in  his  Nouveaux 
Leibnitz,-adopted      jStaaiV   and    other  workg   iatterly   published. 

both  the  counter  theo- 

rieg>  Like  Descartes,  he  defines  pleasure  the  feeling 

of  a  perfection,  pain  the  feeling  of  an  imperfec- 
tion ;  and,  in  another  part  of  the  work,2  he  adopts  the  Platonic  the- 
ory, that  all  pleasure  is  grounded  in  pain,  which  he  ingeniously  con- 
nects with  his  own  doctrine  of  latent  modifications,  or,  as  he  calls 
them,  obscure  perceptions.  As  this  work,  however,  was  not  pub- 
lished till  long  after  not  only  his  own  death,  but  that  of  his  great 
disciple  Wolf,  the  indication  (for  it  is  nothing  more)  of  his  opinion 
on  this  point  had  little  influence  on  subsequent  speculations ;  indeed 
I  do  not  remember  to  have  seen  the  doctrine  of  Leibnitz  upon 
pleasure  ever  alluded  to  by  any  of  hitf  countrymen. 

Wolf,  with  whose  doctrine  that  of  Baumgarten8  nearly  coincides, 

defines  pleasure,  the  intuitive  cognition  (that  is, 

in  our  language,  the  perception  or  imagination) 

of  any  perfection  whatever,  either  true  or  apparent.  —  aVolupta» 

l  Lib.  il.  eh.  xad.  $  41.  Opera,  ed.  Erdmann,        >  See  his  Metaphysik,  f  482  ef  $eq.,  p.  23$,  edit 
p.  261.  —  Ed.  1788.     Cf  Platner,  Phil.  Apkorumtn,  ii.  *  866, 

s  Lib.  ii.  eh.  xx.  $  6.  Optra,  ed.  Erdmann,     p  218.  —Ed. 
p  248. -Ed. 
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est  intuitu*,  sett  cognitio  intuitiva,  perfectionis  cujuscunqne,  sive 
vera  sive  apparentis." l     His  doctrine  you  will  find  detailed  in  his 

Psychologia  Empirica,  and  in  his  Horce  Subse- 
^g^     oc    ne  c    -      ciVCBt    it  was  manifestly  the  offspring,  but  the 

degenerate  offspring,  of  the  doctrine  of  Descar- 
tes, which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  itself  only  a  corruption  of  that  of 
Aristotle.  Descartes  rightly  consraered  pleasure  as  a  quality  of  the 
subject^  in  defining  it  a  consciousness  of  some  perfection  in  ourselves. 

Wolf,  on  the  contrary,  wrongly  considers  plens- 
l.  Wronjiy  considers      ure  more  as  an  attribute  of  the  object,  in  defin- 

boteof^the object  m&  **  a  coSn^on  °f  SLD7  perfection  whatever. 

Now  in  their  definitions  of  pleasure,  as  Descar- 
tes was  inferior  to  Aristotle,  so  Wolf  falls  far  below  Descartes,  and 
in  the  same  quality,  —  in  want  of  precision  and  proximity. 

Pleasure  is  a  feeling,  and  a  feeling  is  a  merely  subjective  state, 
that  is,  a  state  which  has  no  reference  to  anything  beyond  itself,  — 
which  exists  only  as  we  are  conscious  of  its  existence.  Now,  then, 
the  perfection  or  imperfection  of  an  object,  considered  in  itself,  and 
as  out  of  relation  to  our  subjective  states,  is  thought  —  is  judged, 
but  is  not  felt ;  and  this  judgment  is  not  pleasure  or  pain,  but  appro- 
bation or  disapprobation,  that  is,  an  act  of  the  cognitive  faculties, 
but  not  an  affection  of  the  capacities  of  feeling.  In  this  point  of 
view,  therefore,  the  definition  of  pleasure,  as  the  cognition  of  any 
sort  of  perfection,  is  erroneous.  It  may,  indeed,  be  true  that  the  * 
perfection  of  an  object  can  determine  the  cognitive  faculty  to  a  per- 
fect energy ;  and  the  concomitant  of  this  perfect  energy  will  be  a 
feeling  of  pleasure.  But,  in  this  case,  the  objective  perfection,  as 
cognized,  is  not  itself  the  pleasure ;  but  the  pleasure  is  the  feeling 
which  we  have  of  the  perfection,  that  js,  of  the  state  of  vigorous 
and  unimpeded  energy  of  the  cognitive  faculty,  as  exercised  on  that 
perfection.  Wolf  ought,  therefore,  to  have  limited  his  definition, 
like  Descartes,  to  the  consciousness  of  subjective  perfection;  as 
Descartes  should  have  explicated  his  consciousness  of  subjective 
perfection  into  the  consciousness  of  full,  spontaneous  and  unim- 
peded activity. 

But  there  is  another  defect  in  the  Wolfian  definition:  —  it  limits 
the  pleasures  from  the  cognition  of  perfection  to  the  Intuitive  Facul- 
ties, that  is,  to  Sense  and  Imagination,  denying  it  to  the  Under- 
standing, —  the  faculty  of  relations,  —  Thought  Proper.  This  part 
of  his  theory  was,  accordingly,  assailed  by  Moses  Mendelssohn,  — 
one  of  the  best  writers  and  most  ingenious  philosophers  of  the  last 

i  Psychologia  Rmpirica,  (611,  where  he  exprewly  refers  to  Descartes  as  the  author,  of  the 
definition.  —  £d. 
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centuiy,  —  who,  in  other  respects,  however,  remained  faithful  to  the 
objective  point  of  view,  from  whence  Wolf 
the  cofnit^of1 per-  na<*  contemplated  the  phenomenon  of  pleasure. 
Action  by  the  into!-  This  was  done  in  his  Brieft  fiber  die  Emp- 
threFaenitiet.  findungen,  1755}     A  reaction  was,  however, 

This  put  of  Wolfs      inevitable  ;    and    other   German    philosophers 
Mendelssohn*        *      were  soon  foxuid  who  returned  to  the  subjec- 
tive* point  of  view  from  which  Wolf,  Baumgar- 
ten,  and  Mendelssohn  had  departed. 

But  before  passing  to  these,  it  would  be  improper  to  overlook  the 

doctrine  of  two  French  philosophers,  who  had 

Du  Bos  and  PouiUy,      already  explained  pleasure  in  its  subjective  as- 

-considered  piewnre      pec(^  and  who  prepared  the  way  for  the  pro- 

in    its  subjective  •«-*.-         ,         .  ^    ,      ^  ,  » 

*   peoi.  m  founder  theories  of  the  German  speculators, — I 

0  mean  Du  Bos  and  Pouilly.    As  their  doctrines 

nearly  coincide,  I  shall  consider  them  as  one.    The  former  treats  ©f 
this  subject  in  his  Reflexions  Critiques  sur  la  Peinture?  etc. ;  the 
latter  in  his  Theorie  des  Sentiment  Agreables?    The  following  are 
the  principal  momenta  of  their  inquiries  : 
"  1.  Considering  pleasure  only  in  relation  to  the  subject,  the'ques- 
tion  they  propose  to  answer  is,  What  takes  place 
eory  s  •    .      .^  ^e  gtate  which  we  call  pleasurable? 
u  2.  The  gratification  of  a  want  causes  pleasure.    If  the  want  be 
♦natural,  the  result  is  a  natural  pleasure,  and  an  unnatural  pleasure  if 
f  the  want  be  unnatural. 

tt3.  The  fundamental  want  — the  want  to  which  all  others  may 
be  reduced  — is  the  occupation  of  the  mind.  All  that  we  know  of 
the  mind  is  that  it  is  a  thinking,  a  knowing  power.  We  desire  ob- 
jects only  for  the  sake  of  intellectual  occupation. 

u  The  activity  of  mind  is  either  occupied  or  occupies  itself.  The 
matters  which  afford  the  objects  of  our  faculties  of  knowledge  are 
either  sensible  impressions,  which  a*e  delivered  over  to  the  under- 
standing— this  is  the  case  in  perception  of  sense;  or  this  matter 

1  See  Anmerkung,  6;  and  Reinhold,  fiber  die  eipe,  first  appeared  in  1746.  This  work,  along 
bisherigen  Begriffe  vom  Vergnugen,  $  2.  Ver-  with  two  relative  treatises,  was  republished 
mischte  Sekriften  i.  p.  281  et  seq.  —  Ed.  in  1774,  under  the  title  of  Principes  d*  I*  Litter- 

2  See  torn.  p.  i.  ft  1,  2.  First  published  in  ature.  All  these  authors  consider  pleasure, 
1719,  Paris  —Ed  more  or  less,  from  the  subjective  point  of 

3  See  chaps.  1  ill.  iv.  v.  First  published  in  view,  and  are,  in  principle,  AristoteUc.  For 
1748  To  these  should  be  added  the  valuable  a  collection  of  treatises,  in  whole  and  part, 
treatise  of  the  Pere  Andre,— the  Exsai  sur  U  on  pleasure  in  its  psychological  and  moral 
Beau,  which  was  first  published  in  1741.  There  aspects,  see  Le  Temple  du  Bonkeur  ou  Recueil 
is  also,  previously  to  Sulzer,  another  French  des  plus  Excellent  Traitts  sur  U  Bonkeur;  in  4 
sssthetical  writer  of  merit,— Batteux,  whose  vols.  New  edition,  1770.  — Ed. 
treatiseftXe*  Beaux  Arts  reduits  d  un  mime  Pri*- 


LECT.  XU1I.  •        METAPHYSICS.  595 

is  furnished  by  the  cognitive  faculty  itself — as  is  the  case  in  think- 
ing. 

"  5.  If  this  activity  meets  with  impediments  in  its  prosecution, 
—  be  this  in  the  functions  either  of  thought  or  sense,  —  there  re- 
sults a  feeling  of  restraint ;  and  this  of  two  kinds,  positive  and  neg- 
ative. 

tt  6.  When  the  activity,  whether  jn  perception  or  thinking,  is  pre- 
vented from  being  brought  to  its'  conclusion,  there  emerges  the  feel- 
ing of  straining,  —  of  effort,  —  the  feeling  of  positive  limitation  of 
our  powers.    This  is  painful. 

44  7.  If  the  mind  be  occupied  less  than  usual  in  all  its  functions, 
there  arises  a  feeling  of  unsatisfied  want ;  this  constitutes  that 
state  of  negative  restraint,  —  the  state  of  ennui,  of  tedium.  This  is 
painful. 

M8.  The  stronger  and  at  the  same  time  the  easier  the  activity  of 
mind  in  any  of  its  functions,  the  more  agreeable." l 

This  theory  is  evidently  only  that  of  Aristotle ;  to  whom,  how- 
ever, the  French  philosophers  make  no  allusion.  What  they  call 
occupation  or  exercise,  he  calls  energy.  The  former  expressions  are, 
perhaps,  preferable  on  this  account,  that  they  apply  equally  well  to 
the  mental  processes,  whether  active  or  passive,  whereas  the  terms 
energy,  act,  activity,  operation,  eta,  only  properly  denote  these  pro- 
cesses as  they  are  considered  in  the  former  character. 

Subsequently  to  the  French  philosophers,  and  as  a  reaction  against 
the  partial  views  of  the  school  of  Wol£  there 

snizer,— bis  theory  appeared  the  theory  of  Sulzer,  the  Academician 
views  ofwoif*^  °^  Berlin,  —  a  theory  which  was  first  promul- 

gated in  his  Enquiry  into  ike  Origin  of  our 
Agreeable  and  Disagreeable  Feelings?  in  1752.  This  is  one  of  the 
ablest  discussions  upon  the  question,  and  though  partial,  like  the 
others,  it  concurs  in  establishing  the  truth  of  that  doctrine  of  which 
Aristotle  has  left,  in  a  short  compass,  the  most  complete  and  satisfac- 
tory exposition.  The  following  are  the  leading  principles  of  Sulzer's 
theory : 

u  1.  We  must  penetrate  to  the  essence  of  the  soul,  if  we  woul  I 
discover  the  primary  source  of  pleasure. 

u2.  The  essence  of  the  soul  consists  in  its  natural  activity,  ami 
this  activity  again  consists  in  the  production  of  ideas."  [By  that 
he  means  the  faculty  in  general  of  Cognition  or  Thought.    I  may 

1  Abridged  from  fteiobold,  Vber  die  bish-  lished  in  tbe  Memoirs  of  the  Royal  Academy 
erigen  Brgriffe  vom  VergnUgen,  J  1.  Verm,  of  Berlin  for  the  years  1761, 1752.  See  Verm. 
Schri/t  p.  275.  — Ed.  PhU.  Schrtflen,  vol.  i.  p.  1,1778.    See  abore, 

2  UnUrsuekung  Hber  den  XJrtprvng  der  angeneh-  p.  660.  —  Ed. 
Wtem  tmd  tmangeiuhmen  Brng/mdwuifen.    Pttb- 
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here   observe,  by  the  way,  that  he   adopts  the   opinion  that  the 
faculty  of  thought  or  cognition  is  the  one  funda- 
1  eory  mental  power  of  mind ;  and  in  this  he  coincides 

with  Wol$  whose  theory  of  pleasure,  however,  he  rejects.] 

"3.  In  this  essential  tendency  to  activity  are  grounded  all  our 
pleasurable  and  painful  feelings. 

"  4.  If  this  natural  activity  of  the  soul,  or  this  ceaseless  tendency 
to  think,  encounters  an  impediment,  pain  is  the  result;  whereas  if  it 
be  excited  to  a  lively  activity,  the  result  is  pleasure. 

u  5.  There  are  two  conditions  which  regulate  the  degree  of  capac- 
ity and  incapacity  in  the  soul  for  pleasurable  and  painful  feelings, 
the  habitude  of  reflection,  and  the  natural  vivacity  of  thought ;  and 
both  together  constitute  the  perfect  activity  of  mind. 

"6.  Pleasurable  feelings,  consequently,  can  only  be  excited  by 
objects  which  at  once  comprise  a  variety  of  constituent  qualities  or 
characters,  and  in  which  these  characters  are  so  connected  that  the 
mind  recognizes  in  them  materials  for  its  essential  activity.  An 
object  which  presents  to  the  mental  activity  no  exercise,  remains 
altogether  indifferent. 

"  7.  No  object  which  moves  the  mind  in  a  pleasurable  or  in  a  pain- 
ful manner  is  simple;1  it  is  necessarily  composite  or  multiplex.  The 
difference  between  agreeable  and  disagreeable  objects  can  only  lie 
in  the  connection  of  the  parts  of  this  multiplicity.  Is  there  order 
in  this  connection,  the  object  is  agreeable ;  is  there  disorder,  it  is 
painful. 

"  8.  Beauty  is  the  manifold,  the  various,  recalled  to  unity.  The 
mere  multitude  of  parts  does  not  constitute  an  object  beautiful ;  for 
there  is  required  that  an  object  should  have  at  once  such  multiplic- 
ity and  connection  as  to  form  a  whole. 

"  9.  This  is  the  case  in  intellectual  beauty ;  that  is,  in  the  beauty 
of  those  objects  which  the  understanding  contemplates  in  distinct 
notions.  The  beauty  of  geometrical  theorems,  of  algebraic  formulae, 
of  scientific  principles,  of  comprehensive  systems,  consists,  no  less 
than  the  beauty  of  objects  of  Imagination  and  Sense,  in  the  unity  of 
the  manifold,  and  rises  in  proportion  to  the  quantity  of  the  multi- 
plicity and  the  unity. 

"  10.  All  these  objects  present  a  multitude  of  constituent  charac- 
ters, —  of  elementary  ideas,  at  once ;  and  these  are  so  connected,  so 
bound  together  by  a  principle  of  unity,  that  the  mind  is,  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  enabled  to  unfold  and  then  to  bring  back  the  differ- 
ent parts  to  a  common  centre,  that  is,  reduce  them  to  unity,  —  to 
totality,  —  to  system. 

l  [Bat  see  Ttedemann't  Afefarfqp,  p.  USL) 
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u  11.  From  this  it  is  evident,  that  the  Beautiful  only  causes  pleas- 
ure through  the  principle  of  activity.  Unity,  multiplicity,  corre- 
spondence of  parts,  render  an  object  agreeable  to  us,  only  inasmuch 
as  they  stand  in  a  favorable  relation  to  the  active  power  of  the 
mind. 

u  12.  The  relation  in  which  beauty  stands  to  the  mind  is  thus  nec- 
essary, and,  consequently,  immutable.  A  single  condition  is  alone 
required  in  order  that  what  is  in  itself  beautiful  should  operate  on 
us ;  it  is  necessary  that  we  should  know  it ;  and  to  know,  it  is  nec- 
essary that,  to  a  certain  extent,  we  be  conversant  with  the  kind  to 
which  it  belongs;  for  otherwise  we  should  not  be  competent  to 
apprehend  the  beauty  of  an  object.  (!) 

"13.  A  difference  of  taste  is  found  only  among  the  ignorant  or 
the  half-learned;  and  taste  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  knowl- 


I  shall  not  pursue  this  theory  to  the  explanation  it  attempts  of 
the  pleasures  of  the  Senses  and  of  the  Moral  Powers,  in  which  it  is 
far  less  successful  than  in  those  of  the  Intellect.  This  was  to  be 
expected  in  consequence  of  the  one-sided  view  Sulzer  had  taken 
of  the  mental  phtenomena,  in  assuming  the  Cognitive  Faculty  as 
the  elementary  power  out  of  which  the  Feelings  and  Conations  are 
evolved.2 

The  theory  of  Sulzer  is  manifestly  only  a  one-sided  modification 

of  the  Aristotelio ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that 

The  theory  of  sulzer      he  wag  himself  aware  how  completely  he  had 

criticised.  ..  .  .  ^       , 

been  anticipated  by  the  Staginte.  "On  the  con- 
trary, he  once  and  again  denominates  his  explanation  of  the  pleasur- 
able a  discovery.  This  can,  however,  hardly  be  allowed  him,  even 
were  the  Aristotelic  theory  out  of  the  question  ;  for  it  required  no 
mighty  ingenuity  for  a  philosopher  who  was  well  acquainted  with 
the  works  of  his  immediate  predecessors,  in  France  and  Germany, 
by  whom  pleasure  had  been  explained  as  the  vigorous  and  easy 
exercise  of  the  faculties,  —  as  the  feeling  of  perfection  in  ourselves, 
and  as  the  apprehension  of  perfection  in  other  things,  that  is,  their 
unity  in  variety :  —  I  say,  after  these  opinions  of  his  precursors,  it 
required  no  such  uncommon  effort  of  invention  to  hit  upon  the 
thought,  —  that  pleasure  is  determined  when  the  variety  in  the 
object  calls  forth  the  activity  of  the  subject,  and  when  this  activity 
is  rendered  easy  by  the  unity  in  which  the  variety  is  contained. 
His  explanation  is  more  explicit,  but,  except  a  change  of  expression, 

1  See  Reinhold  {fiber  die  buherigen  Begrifft        9  For  SuJser's  doctrines  on  these  points  see 
vom  Vergntog**,  f  8.     Verm.  Bchrtft.  p.  396  el     Reinhold,  as  above,  p.  SOI  et  teq.  —  JSd. 

9*q.  —  Ed. 
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it  is  not  easy  to  Bee  what  Sulzer  added  to  Du  Bos  and  Pouilly,  to 
say  nothing  of  Wolf  and  Mendelssohn.'* 

a  The  theory  of  Sulzer  is  summed  up  in  the  following  result:  — 
Every  variety  of  pleasure  may,  subjectively  con- 
summary  of  the  gidered,  be  carried  into  the  prompt  and  vigorous 

activity  of  the  cognitive  faculty ;  and,  objec- 
tively considered,  be  explained  as  the  product  of  objects  which,  in 
consequence  of  their  variety  in  unity,  intensely  occupy  the  mind 
without  fatiguing  it.  The  peculiar  merit  of  the  theory  of  Sulzer,  in 
contrast  to  those  of  his  immediate  predecessors, 
is  that  it  combines  both  the  subjective  and  ob- 
jective points  of  view.  In  this  respect,  it  is  favorably  contrasted 
with  the  opinion  of  Wolf  and  Mendelssohn.  But  it  takes  a  one- 
sided view  of  the  character  of  the  subject.  In 
the  first  place,  the  essence  of  the  mind  in  gen- 
eral, and  the  essence  of  the  cognitive  faculty  in  particular,  does  not 
consist  of  activity  exclusively,  but  of  activity  and  receptivity  in  cor- 
relation. But  receptivity  is  a  passive  power,  not  an  active,  and  thus 
the  theory  in  its  fundamental  position  is  only  half  true.  This  one- 
sided view  by  Sulzer,  in  which  regard  is  had  to  the  active  or  intel- 
lectual element  of  our  constitution  to  the  exclusion  of  the  passive  or 
sensual,  is  precisely  the*  opposite  to  that  other,  and  equally  one-sided, 
view  which  was  taken  by  Helvetius x  and  the  modern  Epicureans 
and  Materialists ;  but  their  theory  of  the  pleasurable  may  be  passed 
over  as  altogether  without  philosophical  importance.  In  the  second 
place,  it  is  erroneous  to  assert  that  pleasure  is  nothing  else  than  the 
consciousness  of  the  unimpeded  activity  of  mind.  The  activity 
of  mind  is  manifested  principally  in  thinking,  whereas  the  state  of 
pleasure  consists  wholly  of  a  consciousness  of  feeling.  In  the  enjoy* 
ment  of  pleasure  we  do  not  think,  but  feel;  and  in  an  intenser 
enjoyment  there  is  almost  a  suspension  of  thought."  * 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  much  of  the  -speculations  upon  pleasure 

subsequent  to  Sulzer,  and  prior  to  Kant.     In 

Genoresi  and  Verri      itaiy>  i  fin(j  that  two  philosophers  of  the  last 

the<D         *     *  century  had  adopted  the  Platonic  opinion, — 

of  pleasure  being  always  an  escape  from  pain, 

—  Genovesi  and  Verri ;  the  former  in  a  chapter  of  his  Metaphysics? 
the  latter  in  a  chapter  of  his  Dissertation  on  the  Nature  of  Pleas- 
ure and  Pain}    This  opinion,  however,  reacquires  importance  from 

1  De  FEtprit,  dise.  1.  oh.  i.  CI  De  P Homme,  4  Diuorto  $uW  Indole  del  Piacere,  e  del  Dotorv, 

sect.  11  Oh.  X.  —  £l>.  H  ill.  Iv.     Opere  FilosqfUhe,  i.  g.  20  et  uq.,  edit. 

s  See  Reinnold,  as  above,  pp.  80S,  816, 817.  1784.    This  treatise  is  translated  into  German 

—  £d.  bj  Meiners,—  Gedanken  tiber  die   Nator  du 
>  Cap.  ri  t.  ii.  p.  218,  edit  1758.  —  Ed.  Vergniigen*.    Leipeic,  1777-  — E». 
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having  been  adopted  from  Verri  by  the  philosopher  of  Konisberg. 

In  his  Manual  of  Anthropology,  Kant  briefly 
Piato*LtheoiT       e      and  generally  states  his  doctrine  on  this  point; 

but  in  the  notes  which  have  been  recently 
printed  of  his  Lectures  on  this  subject,  we  have  a  more  detailed 
view  of  the  character  and  grounds  of  his  opinion.  The  Kantian 
doctrine  is  as  follows : 

a  Pleasure  is  the  feeling  of  the  furtherance  (Befdrderung)>  pain 

of  the  hindrance  of  life.    Under  pleasure  is  not 

to  be  understood  the  feeling  of  life ;  for  in  pain 
we  feel  life  no  less  than  in  pleasure,  nay,  even  perhaps  more  strongly. 
In  a  state  of  pain,  life  appears  long,  in  a  state  of  pleasure,  it  seems 
brief;  it  is  only,  therefore,  the  feeling  of  promotion,  —  the  further- 
ance, of  life,  which  constitutes  pleasure.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
not  the  mere  hindrance  of  life  which  constitutes  pain;  the  hin- 
drance must  not  only  exist,  it  must  be  felt  to  exist."  (Before  pro- 
ceeding further,  I  may  observe,  that  these  definitions  of  pleasure 
and  pain  are  virtually  identical  with  those  of  Aristotle,  only  far 
less  clear  and  explicit.) 

But  to  proceed:  "If  pleasure  be  a  feeling  of  the  promotion  of  life, 
this  presupposes  a  hindrance  of  life ;  for  there  can  be  no  promotion, 
if  there  be  no  foregoing  hindrance  to  overcome.  Since,  therefore, 
the  hindrance  of  life  is  pain,  pleasure  must  presuppose  pain.  .... 

"  If  we  intend  our  vital  powers  above  their  ordinary  degree,  in 
order  to  go  out  of  the  state  of  indifference  or  equality,  we  induce 
an  opposite  state ;  and  when  we  intend  the  vital  powers  above  the 
suitable  degree  we  occasion  a  hindrance,  a  pain.  The  vital  force 
has  a  degree  along  with  which  a  state  exists,  which  is  one  neither 
of  pleasure  nor  of  pain,  but  of  content,  of  comfort  (das  "WoMbe- 
finden).  When  this  state  is  reduced  to  a  lower  pitch  by  any  hin- 
drance, then,  a  promotion,  a  furtherance  of  life  is  useful  in  order  to 
overcome  this  impediment.  Pleasure  is  thus  always  a  consequent 
of  pain.  When  we  cast  our  eyes  on  the  progress  of  things,  we  dis- 
cover in  ourselves  a  ceaseless  tendency  to  escape  from  our  present 
state.  To  this  we  are  compelled  by  a  physical  stimulus,  which  sets 
animals,  and  man,  as  an  animal,  into  activity.  But  in  the  intellect- 
ual nature  of  man,  there  is  also  a  stimulus,  which  operates  to  the 
same  end.  In  thought,  man  is  always  dissatisfied  with  the  actual; 
he  is  ever  looking  forward  from  the  presfent  to  the  future;  he  is 
incessantly  in  a  state  of  transition  from  one  state  to  another,  and  is 
unable  to  continue  in  the  same.  But  what  is  it  that  thus  constrains 
us  to  be  always  passing  from  one  state  to  another,  but  pain  ?  And 
that  it  is  not  a  pleasure  which  entices  us  to  this,  but  a  kind  of  dis- 
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content  with"  present  suffering,  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  we  are 
always  seeking  for  some  object  of  pleasure,  without  knowing  what 
that  object  is,  merely  as  an  aid  against  the  disquiet,  —  against  the 
complement  of  petty  pains,  which  in  the  moment  irritate  and  annoy 
us.  It  is  thus  apparent  that  man  is  urged  on  by  a  necessity  of 
his  nature  to  go  out  of  the  present  as  a  state  of  pain,  in  order  to 
find  in  the  future  one  less  irksome.  Man  thus  finds  himself  in  a 
never-ceasing  pain ;  and  this  is  the  spur  for  the  activity  of  human 
nature.  Our  lot  is  so  cast  that  there  is  nothing  enduring  for  us  but 
pain ;  some  indeed  have  less,  others  more,  but  all,  at  all  times,  have 
their  share ;  and  our  enjoyments  at  best  are  only  slight  alleviations 
of  pain.  Pleasure  is  nothing  positive;  it  is  only  a  liberation  of 
pain,  and,  therefore,  only  something  negative.  Hence  it  follows, 
that  we  never  begin  with  pleasure  but  always  with  pain ;  for  while 
pleasure  is  only  an  emancipation  from  pain,  it  cannot  precede  that 
of  which  it  is  only  a  negation.  Moreover,  pleasure  cannot  endure 
in  an  unbroken  continuity,  but  must  be  associated  with  pain,  in 
order  to  be  always  suddenly  breaking  through  this  pain, — in  order 
to  realize  itself.  Pain,  on  the  contrary,  may  subsist  without  inter- 
ruption in  one  pain,  and  be  only  removed  through  a  gradual  remis- 
sion ;  in  this  case,  we  have  no  consciousness  of  pleasure.  It  is  the 
sudden,  the  instantaneous  removal  of  pain,  which  determines  all 
that  we  can  call  a  veritable  pleasure.  We  find  ourselves  constantly 
immersed,  as  it  were,  in  an  ocean  of  nameless  pains,  which  we  style 
disquietudes  or  desires,  and  the  greater  the  vigor  of  life  an  individ- 
ual is  endowed  with,  the  more  keenly  is  he  sensible  to  the  pain, 
Without  being  in  a  state  of  determinate  corporeal  suffering,  the 
mind  is  harassed  by  a  multitude  Of  obscure  uneasinesses,  and  it  acts, 
without  being  compelled  to  act,  for  the  mere  sake  of  changing  its 
condition.  Thus  men  run  from  solitude  to  society,  and  from  society 
to  solitude,  without  having  much  preference  for  either,  in  order 
merely,  by  the  change  of  impressions,  to  obtain  a  suspension  of 
their  pain.  It  is  from  this  cause  that  so  many  have  become  tired  of 
their  existence,  and  the  greater  number  of  such  melancholic  subjects 
have  been  urged  to  the  act  of  suicide  in  consequence  of  the  contin- 
ual goading  of  pain,  —  of  pain  from  which  they  found  no  other 
means  of  escape.1 

"  It  is  certainly  the  intention  of  Providence  that,  by  the  alterna- 
tion of  pain,  we  should  be  urged  on  to  activity.  No  one  can  find 
pleasure  in  the  continual  enjoyment  of  delights;  these  soon  pall 
upon  us, — pall  upon  us  in  fact  the  sooner,  the  more  intense  was 

1  Cl  Anthropologic,  $  60.  — Ed. 
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their  enjoyment.  There  is  no  permanent  pleasure  to  be  reaped 
except  in  labor  alone.  The  pleasure  of  toil  consists  in  a  reaction 
against  the  pain  to  which  we  should  be  a  victim,  did  we  not  exert  a 
force  to  resist  it.  Labor  is  irksome,  labor  has  its  annoyances,  but 
these  are  fewer  than  those  we  should  experience  were  we  without 
labor.  As  man,  therefore,  must  seek  even  his  recreation  in  toil 
itself  his  life  is  at  best  one  of  vexation  and  sorrow ;  and  as  all  his 
means  of  dissipation  afford  no  alleviation,  he  is  left  always  in  a  state 
of  disquietude,  which  incessantly  urges  him  to  escape  from  the  state 
in  which  he  actually  is."  [This  is  the  doom  of  man, — to  be  born 
to  sorrow  as  the  sparks  fly  upwards,  and  to  eat  his  bread  in  the 
sweat  of  his  brow.] 

"Men  think  that  it  is  ungrateful  to  the  Creator  to  say,  that  it  is 
the  design  of  Providence  to  keep  us  in  a  state  of  constant  pain ; 
but  this  is  a  wise  provision  in  order  to  urge  human  nature  on  to 
exertion.  Were  our  joys  permanent,  we  should  never  leave  the 
state  in  which  we  are,  we  should  never  undertake  aught  new.  That 
life  we  may  call  happy,  which  is  furnished  with  all  the  means  by 
which  pain  can  be  overcome ;  we  have  in  fact  no  other  conception 
of  human  happiness.  Contentment  is  when  a  man  thinks  of  contin- 
uing in  the  state  in  which  he  is,  and  renounces  all  means  of  pleas- 
ure ;  but  this  disposition  we  find  in  no  man." l 

1  Mmsckndctmdt,  p.  248  et  Mq. ;  published  by     144.  —Ed.    [For  farther  historical  notiotf  of 
Starke,  1881.    This  is  not  included  in  Kant's     theories  of  the  Pleasurable,  see  Losrins,  Lex* 
collected  works  by  Rosenkranz  and  Schubert.     Iron,  v.  VergrMgon.] 
Cf.  Anthropologic  J  69.    Hfofw,  vii  part  U.  p. 
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LECTURE    XLIV. 

THE  FEELINGS.  — APPLICATION  OF  THE  THEORY  OF  PLEASURE 
AND  FAIN  TO  THE  PHENOMENA. 

The  Feelings  being  mere  subjective  states,  involving  no  cogni- 
tion or  thought,  and,  consequently,  no  reference 
Feeiingv-theirpriii-      t0  object,  it  follows,  that  they  cannot  be 

eiple  of  classification  J        J  ^  J 

toternal  classified  by  relation  to  aught  beyond  them- 

selves. The  differences  in  which  we  must  found 
all  divisions  of  the  Feelings  into  genera  and  species,  must  be  wholly 
internal,  and  must  be  sought  for  and  found  exclusively  in  the  states 
of  Feeling  themselves.  Now,  in  considering  these  states,  it  appears 
to  me,  that  they  admit  of  a  classification  in  two 
Admit  of  a  two-  different  points  of  view;— '- we  may  consider 
CauJL  and  mcaT""8  these  states  either  as  Causes  or  as  Effects.  As 
causes,  they  are  viewed  in  relation  to  their 
product, — their  product  either  of  pleasure  or  of  pain.  As  effects, 
they  are  viewed  as  themselves  products, — products  of  the  action 
of  our  different  constitutive  functions.  In  the  former  of  these 
points  of  view,  our  states  of  Feeling  will  be  divided  simply  into 
the  three  classes— 1°,  The  Pleasurable;  2°,  The  Painful;  and,  8°, 
The  partly  Pleasurable  partly  Painful,  —  without  considering  what 
kind  of  pleasure  and  what  kind  of  pain  it  is  which  they  involve; 
and  here,  it  only  behooves  us  to  inquire, — what  are  the  general 
conditions  which  determine  in  a  feeling  one  or  other  of  these 
counter-qualities.  In  the  latter  of  these  points  of  view,  our  states 
of  Feeling  will  be  divided  according  as  the  energy,  of  which  they 
are  concomitant,  be  that  of  a  power  of  one  kind  or  of  another,  —  a 
distinction,  which  affords  a  division  of  our  pleasures  and  pains, 
taken  together,  into  various  sorts.  I  shall  take  these  points  of  view 
in  their  order. 

In  the  former  point  of  view,  these  feelings  are  distributed  simply 
into  the  Pleasurable  and  the  Painful ;  and  it  remains,  on  the  theory 
I  have  proposed,  to  explain,  in  general,  the  causes  of  these  oppo- 
site  affections,  without  descending  to  their  special  kinds.    Now, 
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it  has  been  stated,  that  a  feeling  of  pleasure  is  experienced,  when 
any  power  is  consciously  exerted  in  a  suitable 

The  Feeiingf  as  manner;  that  is,  when  we  are  neither  on  the 
pHa^rabieLdPail-  one  nan<*,  conscious  of  any  restraint  upon  the 
tu.  energy  which  it  is  disposed  spontaneously  to  put 

Application  of  for©-  forth,  nor,  on  the  other,  conscious  of  any  effort 
going  theory  to  ex-  in  it,  to  put  forth  an  amount  of  energy  greater, 
plain  in  general  the      either  in  degree  or  in  continuance,  than  what  it 

causes  of  Pleasurable        •      ...  •%/*■%  -*- 

and  Painful  feeling.         M  disposed  freely  to  exert.    In  other  words,  we 
feel  positive  pleasure,  in  proportion  as  our  pow- 
ers are  exercised,  but  not  over-exercised ;  we  feel  positive  pain,  in 
proportion  as  they  are  compelled  either  not  to  operate,  or  to  oper- 
ate too  much.    All  pleasure,  thus,  arises  from  the  free  play  of  our 
faculties  and  capacities ;  all  pain  from  their  compulsory  repression 
or  compulsory  activity. 
The  doctrine  meets  with  no  contradiction  from  the  facts  of  actual 
life ;  for  the  contradictions  which,  at  first  sight, 
Apparent  oovtradie-      these  seem  to  offer,  prove,  when  examined,  to  be 

ttons  of  the  doctrine        ^  confirmations.     Thug  it  might  ^  bought, 
prove  real   confinna-  °  ©    ~» 

tiona.  that  the  aversion  from  exercise,  —  the  love  of 

The  dchxfar  menu,        idleness, — in  a  word,  the  dolce  far  niente, —  is 

a  proof  that  the  inactivity,  rather  than  the  exer- 
tion, of  our  powers,  is  the  condition  of  our  pleasurable  feelings. 
This  objection,  from  a  natural  proneness  to  inertion  in  man,  is 
superficial ;  and  the  very  examples  on  which  it  proceeds,  refute  it, 
and,  in  refuting  it,  concur  in  establishing  our  theory  of  pleasure  and 

pain.     Now,  is  the  jfar  niente,  —  is  that  doing 

twb  is  not  the  nega-      nothing,  in  which  so  many  find  so  sincere  a 

theo°osite     *    °       gratification,  in  reality  a  negation  of  activity, 

and  not  in  truth  itself  an  activity  intense  and 
varied  ?  To  do  nothing  in  this  sense,  is  simply  to  do  nothing  irk- 
some, —  nothing  difficult,  —  nothing  fatiguing,  —  especially  to  do  no 
outward  work.  But  is  the  mind  internally,  the  while,  unoccupied 
and  inert?  This,  on  the  contrary,  may  be  vividly  alive, — may  be 
intently  engaged  in  the  spontaneous  play  of  imagination ;  and  so 
far,  therefore,  in  this  case,  from  pleasure  being  the  ooncomitant  of 
inactivity,  the  activity  is,  on  the  contrary,  at  once  vigorous  and 
unimpeded;  and  such,  accordingly,  as,  on  our  theory,  would  be 

accompanied    by    a   high   degree    of  pleasure. 

—what.  Ennui  is  the  state  in  which  we  find  nothing  on 

All  occupation  either      wnicn  to  exercise  our  powers;  but  ennui  is  a 

play  or  labor.  r  ' 

state  of  pain.  We  must  recollect,  that  hiI  energy, 
#  all  occupation,  is  either  play  or  labor.    In  the  former,  the  energy  ap- 
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pears  as  free  or  spontaneous ;  in  the  latter,  as  either  compulsorily  put 
forth,  or  its  exertion  so  impeded  by  difficulties,  that  it  is  only  con- 
tinued by  a  forced  and  painful  effort,  in  order  to  accomplish  certain 
ulterior  ends.  Under  certain  circumstances,  indeed,  play  may 
become  a  labor,  and  labor  may  become  a  play.  A  play  is,  in  fact,  a 
labor,  until  we  have  acquired  the  dexterity  requisite  to  allow  the 
faculties  exerted  to  operate  with  ease ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
labor  is  said  to  become  a  play,  when  a  person  has  by  nature,  or  has 
acquired  by  custom,  such  a  facility  in  the  relative  operations,  as  to 
energize  at  once  vigorously  and  freely.  In  point  of  fact,  as  man  by 
his  nature  is  determined  to  pursue  happiness  (happiness  is  only 
another  name  for  a  complement  of  pleasures),  he  is  determined  to 
that  spontaneous  activity  of  his  faculties,  in  which  pleasure  consists. 
The  love  of  action  is,  indeed,  signalized,  as  a 
The  lore  of  action  fact  in  human  nature,  by  all  who  have  made 
signalized  u  a  fact  in      man  ^  ^.^  of  observation,  though  few  of 

human  nature  by  all  .  ,  _  ... 

observer*.  them  have  been  able  to  explain  its  true  ration- 

samueuonnson.  ale-     aThe  ™*essity  of  action,"  says  Samuel 

Johnson,1  "is  not  only  demonstrable  from  the 
fabric  of  the  body,  but  evident  from  observation  of  the  universal 
practice  of  mankind,  who,  for  the  preservation  of  health"  (he  should 
have  said  for  pleasure),  M  in  those  whose  rank  or  wealth  exempts 
them  from  the  necessity  of  lucrative  labor,  have  invented  sports  and 
diversions,  which,  though  not  of  equal  use  to  the  world  with  man- 
ual trades,  are  yet  of  equal  fatigue  to  those  who  practise  them." 
It  is  finely  observed  by  another  eloquent  philosopher,8  in  account* 

ing,  on  natural  principles,  for  man's  love  of  war: 
am  erguaon.  —  tt  Every  animal  is  made  to  delight  in  the  exer- 

cise of  his  natural  talents  and  forces :  the  lion  and  the  tiger  sport 
with  the  paw ;  the  horse  delights  to  commit  his  mane  to  the  wind, 
and  forgets  his  pasture  to  try  his  speed  in  the  field;  the  bull,  even 
before  his  brow  is  armed,  and  the  lamb,  while  yet  an  emblem  of 
innocence,  have  a  disposition  to  strike  with  the  forehead,  and  antic- 
ipate in  play  the  conflicts  they  are  doomed  to  sustain.  Man,  too,  is 
disposed  to  opposition,  and  to  employ  the  forces  of  his  nature 
against  an  equal  antagonist ;  he  loves  to  bring  his  reason,  his  elo- 
quence, his  courage,  even  his  bodily  strength,  to  the  proof  His 
sports  are  frequently  an  image  of  war ;  sweat  and  blood  are  freely 
expended  in  play ;  and  fractures  or  death  are  often  made  to  terminate 
the  pastime  of  idleness  and  festivity.  He  was  not  made  to  live  for 
ever,  and  even  his  love  of  amusement  has  opened  a  way  to  the  grave." 

1  Rambler,  No.  86.  —  Ed.  «  Adam  Ferguson,  Essay  on  the  History  of  Civil  Society.    Part 

i  section  iv.  —  Ed. 
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"The  young  of  all  animals,"  says  Paley,1  M  appear  to  me  to  receive 
pleasure  simply  from  the  exercise  of  their  limbs 
ey"  and  bodily  faculties,  without  reference  to  any 

end  to  be  attained,  or  any  use  to  be  answered  by  the  exertion.  A 
child,  without  knowing  anything  of  the  use  of  language,  is  in  a  high 
degree  delighted  with  being  able  to  speak.  Its  incessant  repetition 
of  a  few  articulate  sounds,  or,  perhaps,  of  the  single  word  which  it 
has  learnt  to  pronounce,  proves  this  point  clearly.  Nor  is  it  less 
pleased  with  its  first  successful  endeavors  to  walk,  or  rather  to  run, 
(which  precedes  walking),  although  entirely  ignorant  of  the  impor- 
tance of  the  attainment  to  its  future  life,  and  even  without  applying 
it  to  any  present  purpose.  A  child  is  delighted  with  speaking, 
without  having  anything  to  say,  and  with  walking,  without  knowing 
where  to  go.  And  prior  to  both  these,  I  am  disposed  to  believe,  that 
the  waking  hours  of  infancy  are  agreeably  taken  up  with  the  exercise 
of  vision,  or  perhaps,  more  properly  speaking,  with  learning  to  see. 

**  But  it  is  not  for  youth  alone  that  the  great  Parent  of  creation 
hath  provided.  Happiness  is  found  with  the  purring  cat,  no  less 
than  with  the  playful  kitten;  in  the  arm-chair  of  dozing  age,  as  well 
as  in  either  the  sprightliness  of  the  dance,  or  the  animation  of  the 
chase.  To  novelty,  to  acuteness  of  sensation,  to  hope,  to  ardor  of 
pursuit,  succeeds,  what  is,  in  no  inconsiderable  degree,  an  equivalent 
for  them  all,  '  perception  of  ease.'  Herein  is  the  exact  difference 
between  the  young  and  the  old.  The  young  are  not  happy,  but 
when  enjoying  pleasure ;  the  old  are  happy,  when  free  from  pain. 
And  this  constitution  suits  with  the  degrees  of  animal  power  which 
they  respectively  possess.  The  vigor  of  youth  was  to  be  stimulated 
to  action  by  impatience  of  rest ;  whilst  to  the  imbecility  of  age, 
quietness  and  repose  become  positive  gratifications.  In  one  impor- 
tant respect,  the  advantage  is  with  the  old.  A  state  of  ease  is,  gen- 
erally speaking,  more  attainable  than  a  state  of  pleasure.  A  con- 
stitution, therefore,  which  can  enjoy  ease,  is  preferable  to  that 
which  can  taste  only  pleasure.  This  same  perception  of  ease  often- 
times renders  old  age  a  condition  of  great  comfort,  especially  when 
riding  at  its  anchor  after  a  busy  or  tempestuous  life." 

A  strong  confirmation  of  the  doctrine,  that  all  pleasure  is  a  reflex 
of  activity,  and  that  the  free  energy  of  every 
The  theory  confirm-  power  is  pleasurable,  is  derived  from  the  phas- 
ed hy  the  ptuenomena      nomena  presented  by  those  affections  which  we 

presented  by  the  Fein*  .  . 

fw  Affections.'  emphatically  denominate  the  Painful.    This  fact 

is  too  striking,  from  its  apparent  inconsistency, 
not  to  have  soon  attracted  attention : 

1  Nahtrttl  Thsolocg.     Works,  vol.  far.  ohap.  xxri.  p  86a 
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"  Non  tantum  Sanctis  instruct®  legibus  urbes, 
Tectaque  dMtilfl  laxurtosa  sois 
Mortalem  aniciant  pulcra  ad  spectacula  visum, 

Sed  placet  annoso  squalida  terra  situ. 
Oblectat  payor  ipse  anlmum;  sunt  gandia  curls, 
Et  stapuisse  jurat,  quem  doluisse  piget." 1 

Take,  for  example,  in  the  first  place,  the  affection  of  Grie£ — the 

sorrow  we  feel  in  the  loss  of  a  beloved  object 

Grief  accompanied      jfl  ^^  9f^c^im  unaccompanied  with  pleasure  ? 

So  far  is  this  from  being  the  case,  that  the  plea- 
sure so  greatly  predominates  over  the  pain  as  to  produce  a  mixed 
emotion,  which  is  far  more  pleasurable  than  any  other  of  which  the 
wounded  heart  is  susceptible.    It  is  expressly  stated  by  the  younger 

Pliny,  in  a  passage  which  commences  with  these 
7'         words : — "Est  quaedam  etiam  dolendi  voluptas," 
etc.1    This  has  also  been  frequently  signalized  by  the  poets : 
Ovid.        Thus  Ovid:8 

"  Fleque  meos  casus :  est  quaedam  flere  yoluptas; 
Expletur  lacrymls  egeriturque  dolor." 

Thus  Lucan:4   of  Cornelia  after  the  murder  of  Pom- 

Lucan. 

pey: 

"  Caput  feral!  obdoxlt  amictu, 
Decrevitque  pati  tenebras,  puppisque  cavernis 
Delituit :  saevumque  arete  complexa  dolorem, 
Perfruitur  lachrymis,  et  amat  pro  conjuge  lactam." 

stathu.      Thus  Statins :  * 

"  Nemo  vetat,  satiare  mails;  segromque  dolorem 
Libertat©  doma,  jam  flendl  expieta  yoluptas." 

Seneca.      Thus  Seneca,  the  tragedian : 6 

"  Moeror  lacrrmas  amat  assoetas, 
Flendl  miseris  dlra  cupido  est" 

Petoarch.    Thus  Petrarch : r 

l  Virginia*  Cesarinas  [Poemata  Vwginn  Co-  denes*,  apad  quem  laoryals  tads  Tftl  laas  sit 

«mnt,  Vrbani  viil    Pont.  Opt.  Max.  Cubiculo  parata,  vol  Tenia.—  Ed. 
Prafeeti,    Printed  in  Septem  lUwtrium  ftno-        S  Tristia,  It.  ill.  87.  —  Ed. 
nun  Poemata.    Amstelodaml,  apad  Dan.  *  Pharsalia,  ix.  108. — Ed. 

seviriam,  1672,  p.  466. — Ed.  «  II.  Srfv.  1. 14.  —  Ed. 

I  Lib.  Till.  Ep.  16:  "Est  quaedam  etiam        «  Tkyesta,  1.062.  —  Ed. 
dokndi  voluptas;  pnesertim  ti  in  amioi  slnu       '  J^riti.  L.  I.  Bmbato  8tdmonnui.  —Ed. 
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"  Non  omnia  ten 
Obrata;  vivit  amor,  vivit  dolor;  ora  negator 
Regia  conspicere,  at  flere  et  meminisse  relictum  est." 

Shextftone.     Thus  Sh'enstone : x 

"Hen  quanto  minus  est  cam  reliqais  venaii,  quam  to!  meminisse." 

Pembroke.     Finally,  Lord  Pembroke :  * 

"  I  would  not  give  my  dead  son  for  the  best  living  son  in  Christendom. 

In  like  manner,  Fear  is  not  simply  painful.  It  is  a  natural  dispo- 
sition ;  has  a  tendency  to  act ;  and  there  is,  con- 

Fear,  not  simply  sequently,  along  with  its  essential  pain,  a  certain 
^i^de  quoted.  pleasure,  as  the  reflex  of  its  energy.    This  is 

finely  expressed  by  Akenside :  * 

"Hence,  finally,  by  might 
The  village  matron  round  the  blazing  hearth 
Suspends  the  infant  andience  with  her  tales, 
Breathing  astonishment!  of  witching  rhymes 
And  evil  spirits  of  the  deathbed  call 
Of  him  who  robb'd  the  widow,  and  devourM 
The  orphan's  portion,  of  unquiet  souls 
Ris'n  from  the  grave  to  ease  the  heavy  guilt 
Of  deeds  in  life  conceal'd,  of  shapes  that  walk 
At  dead  of  night  and  clank  their  chains,  and  wave 
The  torch  of  hell  around  the  murd'rer's  bed. 
At  every  solemn  pause,  the  crowd  recoil, 
Gazing  each  other  speechless,  and  congeal'd 
With  shivering  sighs  till,  eager  for  th'  event, 
Around  the  beldame  all  erect  they  hang, 
Each  trembling  heart  with  grateful  terrors  quelTd." 

In  like  manner,  Pity,  which,  being  a  sympathetic  passion,  implies 
a  participation  in  sorrow,  is  yet  confessedly 
agreeable.    The  poet  even  accords  to  the  energy 

of  this  benevolent  affection  a  preference  over  the  enjoyments  of  an 

exclusive  selfishness : 

"  The  broadest  mirth  unfeeling  folly  wears, 
Is  not  so  sweet  as  virtue's  very  tears." 

l  Inscription  on  an  nrn.     See  Dodsley's  Carte's  Life,  b.  viii.  Anno  1680.    Hume,  chap. 

Description  of  the   Letuowes,  in   Shenstone's  lxix.,  tells  the  story  of  the  Duke  of  Ormond, 

Work$  (1777),  vol.  11.  p.  807.  —  Ed.  but  as  in  the  text. — En. 

1  The  anecdote  is  told  in  a  somewhat  differ-        S  PUatms  of  Imagination,  b.  i.  266.  —  Ed. 
•at  form  of  the   Duke  of  Ormond.     See 
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On  the  same  principle  is  to  be  explained  the  enjoyment  which 

men  have  in  spectacles  of  suffering, — in  the 

Energetic  emotion      combats  of  animals  and    men,  in    executions, 

painful  in  themselves  ■■•  ..  .  .  . 

•till  pleasurable  tragedies,  etc.,  —  a  disposition   which   not  un- 

frequently  becomes    an    irresistible   habit,  not 

only  for  individuals,  but  for  nations.    The  excitation  of  energetic 

emotions  painful  in  themselves  is,  however,  also  pleasurable.    St. 

Austin  affords  curious  examples  of  this  in  his 

Illustrated    in   the        Qwn    cfls       an(j    .Q   ^^   ^  ^fo    faenft    Alypiu8. 
case  of  St.  Augustine.  . 

Speaking  of  himself  in  his  Confessions?  he  says : 
"  Theatrical  exhibitions  were  to  me  irresistible,  replete  as  they  were 
with  the  images  of  my  own  miseries,  and  the  fuel  of  my  own  fire. 
What  is  the  cause  why  a  man  chooses  to  grieve  at  scenes  of  tragic 
suffering,  which  he  would  have  the  utmost  aversion  himself  to 
endure  ?  And  yet  the  spectator  wishes  to  derive  grief  from  these ; 
in  fact,  the  grief  itself  constitutes  his  pleasure.  For  he  is  attracted 
to  the  theatre,  not  to  succour,  but  only  to  condole." 
In  another  part  of  the  same  work,*  he  gives  the  following  account 

of  his  friend  Alypius,  who  had  been  carried  by 
Aiw  in  the  ce*  of      hig  fellow_gtudentSi  much  against  his  inclination, 

bis  friend  Alypius.  ,  .  ,  ,  ,  * 

to  the  amphitheatre,  where  there  was  to  be  a 
combat  of  gladiators.  At  first,  unable  to  regard  the  atrocious  spec- 
tacle, he  closed  his  eyes,  but,  to  give  you  the  result  of  the  story  in 
the  words  of  St.  Austin,  "Abstulit  inde  secum  insaniam  qua  stimu- 
laretur  redire,  non  tantum  cum  illis  a  quibus  £rius  abstractus  est,  sed 
etiam  pro  illis,  et  alios  trahens." 

I  now  proceed  to  consider  the  General  Causes  which  contribute 

to  raise  or  to  lower  the  intensity  of  our  energies, 

General     Cause*      and,  consequently,  to  determine  the  correspond- 

which  contribute  to      ing  degree  of  pleasure  or  pain.    These  may  be 

intensity  of  our  ener-      reduced  to  Four ;  for  an  object  rouses  the  activ- 

gie*.  ity  of  our  powers,  1°,  In  proportion  as  it  is  New 

or  Unexpected ;  2°,  In  proportion  as  it  stands  in 
a  relation  of  Contrast ;  3°,  In  proportion  as  it  stands  in  a  relation 
of  Harmony ;  and,  4°,  In  proportion  as  it  is  Associated  with  more, 
or  more  interesting,  objects. 

I.  The  principle  on  which  Novelty  determines  higher  energy, 

and,  consequently,  a  higher  feeling  of  pleasure, 

is  twofold ;  and  of  these  the  one  may  be  called 
the  Subjective,  the  other  the  Objective. 

l  Lib  ill.  eap.  2.—  Ed.  PKysica,  p.  ill.  §  ill.  o.  y.  lnstitvt.  PfaL  UL  p. 

*  Cbn/*.,  lib.  vi.  cap.  8.  —  Ed.    See  Purcbot,     418. 
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In  a  subjective  relation,— the  new  is  pleasurable,  inasmuch  as 
this  supposes  that  the  mind  is  determined  to  a 
tive  Md°oMwtiT^  mo^e  of  action,  either  from  inactivity  or  from 

another  state  of  energy.    In  the  former  case, 
energy  (the  condition  of  pleasure),  is  caused ;  in  the  latter,  a  change 
of  energy  is  afforded,  which  is  also  pleasurable ;  for  powers  energize 
less  vigorously  in  proportion  to  the  continuance  of  the  same  exer- 
tion, consequently,  a  new  activity  being  determined,  this  replaces  a 
strained  or  expiring  exercise,  that  is,  it  replaces  a  painful,  indiffer- 
ent, or  unpleasurable  feeling,  by  one  of  comparatively  vivid  enjoy- 
ment.   Hence  all  that  the  poets,  from  Homer  downward,  have  said 
of  the  satiety  consequent  on  our  enjoyments,  and  of  the  charms  of 
variety  and  change ;  but  if  I  began  to  give  quotations  on  these 
heads  there  would  be  no  end.    In  an  objective  relation,  —  a  novel 
object  is  pleasing,  because  it  affords  a  gratification  to  our  desire  of 
knowledge;  for  to  learn,  as  Aristotle  has  observed,1  is  to  man  natu- 
rally pleasing.    But  the  old  is  already  known, —  it  has  been  learned 
—has  been  referred  to  its  place,  and,  therefore,  no  longer  occupies 
the  cognitive  faculties ;  whereas,  the  new,  as  new,  is  still  unknown, 
and  rouses  to  energy  the  powers  by  which  it  is  to  be  brought  within 
the  system  of  our  knowledge. 
II.  The  second  general  principle  is  Contrast.    Contrast  operates 
in  two  ways;  for  it  has  the  effect  both  of  en- 
hancing the  real  or  absolute  intensity  of  a  feel- 
ing, and  of  enhancing  the  apparent  or  relative.    As  an  instance  of 
the  former,  the  unkindness  of  a  person  from 
subordinate  appii-      whom  we  expect  kindness,  rouses  to  a  for  higher 

cations  of  this  prln-  .     ,  r     .  ^  .    .  * 

dpto.  pitch  the  emotions  consequent  on  injury.    As 

an  instance  of  the  latter,  the  pleasure  of  eating 

appears  proportionally  great,  when  it  is  immediately  connected  and 
contrasted  with  the  removal  of  the  pangs  of 

pJ' Bu^r*0*  °f      hunger'    Jt  *  on  ^  P^riP16* that  the.  recol- 
lection of  our  past  suffering  is  agreeable, — "  h«eo 
olim  meminisse  juvabit." '    To  the  same  purport  Seneca,8  the  trage- 
dian: 

"  Quae  furit  durum  pati 

Meminisse  dulce  est." 
Cowky.  And  Cowley  :4 

"Things  which  offend,  when  present,  and  affright, 
/  In  memory,  well  painted,  move  delight." 

1  Jtftrt.i.11,21;  ifi.10,2.— Ed.  »  HaratUt  Farms,  met  iii.  «*.— En. 

I  Virgil  Jbuidy  i.  308.  —Ed.  4  Ode  «po»  ku  Mqjtsty's  Jbttaraffe*.  ~- Kd. 
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Southern. 


Whereas  the  remembrance  of  a  former  happiness  only 
augments  the  feeling  of  a  present  misery. 

"Could  I  forget 
What  I  have  been,  I  might  the  better  bear 
What  I  am  destin'd  to.    I  'm  not  the  first 
That  have  been  wretched :  bat  to  think  how  much 
I  have  been  happier." l 

It  is,  likewise,  on  this  principle,  that  whatever  recalls  ns  to  a  vivid 

consciousness  of  our  own  felicity,  by  contrasting 

2.  consciousness  of      it  with  the  wretchedness  of  others,  is,  though 

onr    own    felicity    as  .  ... 

contrasted  with  the  not  unaccompanied  with  sympathetic  pain,  still 
wretchedness  of  oth-  predominantly  pleasurable.  Hence,  in  part,  but 
■*••  in  part  only,  the  enjoyment  we  feel  from  all  rep- 

Lncretloj  qnoted.  .  *•••»*        *w    •  i-r  *        • 

resentations  of  ideal  suffering.    Hence,  also,  m 
part,  even  the  pleasure  we  have  in  witnessing  real  suffering  * 

"  Suave,  mari  magno  tnrbantibus  sequora  ventis, 
£  terra  magnum  alterius  spectare  laborem : 
Non  quia  vexari  quemquam  est  jucunda  voluptas, 
Bed  quibus  ipse  malis  careas,  quia  cernere  suave  eat. 
Suave  etiam  belli  certamina  magna  tueri 
Per  campos  instructa,  tua  sine  parte  pericli."  * 

But  on  this,  and  other  subjects,  I  can  only  touch. 
III.  The  third  general  principle  on  which  our  powers  are  roused 
to  a  perfect  and  pleasurable,  or  to  an  imperfect 
Discord  *rmony  "        and  painful  energy,  is  the  relation  of  Harmony, 
or  Discord,  in  which  one  coexistent  activity 
ftands  to  another. 
It  is  sufficient  merely  to  indicate  this  principle,  for  its  influence  is 
manifest.    At  different  times,  we  exist  in  differ- 
ent complex  states  of  feeling,  and  these  states 
are  made  up  of  a  number  of  constituent  thoughts  and  affections. 
At  one  time,  —  say  during  a  sacred  solemnity,  —  we  are  in  a  very 
different  frame  of  mind  from  what  we  are  at  another,  —  say  during 
the  representation  of  a  comedy.    Now,  then,  in  such  a  state  of 
mind,  if  anything  occurs  to  waken  to  activity  a  power  previously 
unoccupied,  or  to  occupy  a  power  previously  in  energy  in  a  differ- 
ent manner,  this  new  mode  of  activity  is  either  of  the  same  general 
character  and  tendency  with  the  other  constituent  elements  of  the 
complex  state,  or  it  is  not.    In  the  former  case,  the  new  energy 
%  chimes  in  with  the  old ;  each  operates  without  impediment  from  the 

1  Southern,  hmcetmt  Adultery,  act  ii.  *  Looretius,  ft.  2.  —  Ed 
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other,  and  the  general  harmony  of  feeling  is  not  violated :  in  the 
latter  case,  the  new  energy  jars  with  the  old,  and  each  severally 
counteracts  and  impedes  the  other.  Thus,  in  the  sacred  solemnity, 
and  when  our  minds  are  brought  to  a  state  of  serious  contempla- 
tion, everything  that  operates  in  unison  with  that  state,  —  say  a 
pious  discourse,  or  a  strain  of  solemn  music,  —  will  have  a  greater 
effect,  because  all  the  powers  which  are  thus  determined  to  exer- 
tion, go  to  constitute  one  total  complement  of  harmonious  energy. 
But  suppose  that,  instead  of  the  pious  discourse  or  the  strain  of 
solemn  music,  we  are  treated  to  a  merry  tune  or  a  witty  address ; — 
these,  though  at  another  season  they  might  afford  us  considerable 
pleasure,  would,  under  the  circumstances,  cause  only  pain ;  because 
the  energies  they  elicited,  would  be  impeded  by  those  others  with 
which  the  mind  was  already  engrossed,  while  those  others  would, 
in  like  manner,  be  impeded  by  them.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  pleas- 
ure is  the  concomitant  of  unimpeded  energy. 

IV.  The  fourth  and  last  general  principle  by  which  the  activity 

of  our  powers  is  determined  to  pleasurable  or 
iv.  Association.  painful  activity,  is  Association.    With  the  nature 

and  influence  of  association  you  are  familiar,  and 
are  aware  that,  a  determinate  object  being  present  in  consciousness 
with  its  proper  thought,  feeling,  or  desire,  it  is  not  present,  isolated 
and  alone,  but  may  draw  after  it  the  representation  of  other  objects, 
with  their  respective  feelings  and  desires. 
Now  it  is  evident,  in  the  first  place,  that  one  object,  considered 

simply  and  in  itselfj  will  be  more  pleasing  than 

And  influence.  *         .  ...  •,/•*.  *. 

another,  in  proportion  as  it,  of  its  proper  nature, 
determines  the  exertion  of  a  greater  amount  of  free  energy.    But, 
in  the  second  place,  the  amount  of  free  energy  which  an  object  may 
itself  elicit,  is  small,  when  compared  to  the  amount  that  may  be 
elicited  by  its  train  of  associated  representations.    Thus,  it  is  evi- 
dent, that  the  object  which  in  itself  would  otherwise  be  pleasing, 
may,  through  the  accident  of  association,  be  the  occasion  of  pain ; 
and,  on  the  contrary,  that  an  object  naturally  indifferent  or  even 
painful  may,  by  the  same  contingency,  be  productive  of  pleasure. 
This  principle  of  Association  accounts  for  a  great  many  of  the 
phsenomena  of  our  intellectual  pleasures  and 
Association  supposes      pains ;  but  it  is  far  from  accounting  for  every- 

as  its  condition  pain.        ^  jq  f        {t  supposeg^  M  its  condition,  that 

and      pleasures     not         ,      °  .  ,rr  _  ^    «         ,    ,  - 

founded  <v  itself.  there  are  Pains  an(*  pleasures  not  founded  on 

Association.    Association  is  a  principle  of  pleas-. 

ure  and  pain,  only  as  it  is  a  principle  of  energy  of  one  character 

or  another;  and  the  attempts  that  have  been  made  to  resolve  all 
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our  mental  pleasures  and  pains  into  Association,  are  guilty  of  a 

twofold  vice.    For,  in  the  first  place,  they  con- 

Th«  attempt  to  ra-      vert  a  partial  into  an  exclusive  law ;  and,  in 

•oireaiioor  piewuM.      tne  ^^^  ^ej  elevate  a  subordinate  into  a 

2on*Yiok>«i  to  a  tw*      supreme  principle.    The  influence  of  Association, 

fold  way.  by  which  Mr.  Alison1  and  Lord  Jeffrey*  among 

others,  have  attempted  to  explain  the  whole 
phenomena  of  our  intellectual  pleasures,  was  more  properly,  I 

think,  appreciated  by  Hutcheson,  —  a  philoeo- 

Hntohewra   mora      pfcer  whose  works  are  deserving  of  more  atten- 

^r^^^^      tion  than  has  latterly  been  paid  to  them.    "We 

Nation.  shall  see  hereafter,"  he  says,  and  Aristotle  said 

the  same  thing,  "that  associations  of  ideas  make 
objects  pleasant  and  delightful,  which  are  not  naturally  apt  to  give 
any  such  pleasures ;  and  the  same  way,  the  casual  conjunction  of 
ideas  may  give  a  disgust  whore  there  is  nothing  disagreeable  in  the 
form  itself  And  this  is  the  occasion  of  many  fantastic  aversions 
to  figures  of  some  animals,  and  to  some  other  forms.  Thus  swine, 
serpents  of  all  kinds,  and  some  insects  really  beautiful  enough,  are 
beheld  with  aversion,  by  many  people  who  have  got  some  acciden- 
tal ideas  associated  with  them.  And  for  distastes  of  this  kind  no 
other  account  can  be  given."8 

1  See  htoEwoy*  on  TcuU.    Sth  editEdin-  *  Ixqtkry  imk>  **<*&*  of  0wUea$<tfB*M+ 

tmrgh,  1895.  — Ed.  and  Vhrtm,  treatise  i.  aeot  vL,  4th  edition,  p. 

*  See  Enefdopadia  AitaMKO,  art  Beauty,  78.  — Ed. 
7th  edit  p.  487.- Ed. 


LECTURE    XLV. 

THE  FEELINGS.  —  THEIR  CLASSES. 

Haying  thus  terminated  the  consideration  of  the  Feelings  con- 
sidered   as    Causes, —  causes  of  Pleasure  and 
iMMBdMrawtT0011"      Pa*n> —  I  proceed  to  consider  them  as  Effects, 
—  as  products  of  the  action  of  our  different  pow- 
ers.   Now,  it  is  evident,  that,  since  all  Feeling  is  the  state  in  which 
we  are  conscious  of  some  of  the  energies  or  processes  of  life,  as  these 
energies  or  processes  differ,  so  will  the  correla- 
As  many  different      tive  feelings.    In  a  word,  there  will  be  as  many 
ttoinrt  "J^ta  *of      different  Feelings  as  there  are  distinct  modes  of 
mental  activity.  mental  activity.    In  the  Lecture  in  which  I  com- 

menced the  discussion  of  the  Feelings,  I  stated 
to  you  various  distributions  of  these  states  by  different  philoso- 
phers.1   To  these  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  again  to  recur,  and 
shall  simply  state  to  you  the  grounds  of  the  division  I  shall  adopt. 
As  the  Feelings,  then,  are  not  primitive  and  independent  states,  but 
merely  states  which  accompany  the  exertion  of 
vLi?™    c  ""*      our  faculties,  or  the  excitation  of  our  capacities, 
they  must,  as  I  have  said,  take  their  differences 
from  the  differences  of  the  powers  which  they  attend.    Now,  though 
all  consciousness  and  all  feeling  be  only  mental,  and,  consequently,  to 
say  that  any  feeling  is  corporeal,  would,  in  one  point  of  view,  be  inao 
curate,  still  it  is  manifest  that  there  is  a  considerable  number  of  men- 
tal functions,  cognitive  as  well  as  appetent,  clearly 
marked  out  as  in  proximate  relation  to  the  body ; 
and  to  these  functions  we  give  the  name  of  Sensitive,  Sensible,  Sen- 
suous, or  Sensual.    Now,  the  feelings  which  accompany  the  exer- 
tion of  these  Sensitive  or  Corporeal  Powers,  whether  cognitive  or 
appetent,  wfll  constitute  a  distinct  class,  and  to  these  we  may,  with 
great  propriety,  give  the  name  of  Sensations;  whereas,  on    the 
Feelings  which  accompany  the  energies  of  all  our  higher  powers  of 

1  See  above,  leet  xll.  p.  670.  —  Ed. 
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mind,  we  may,  with  equal  propriety,  bestow  the  name  of  Sentiments. 

The  first  grand  distribution  of  our  feelings  will, 

therefore,  be  into  the  Sensations, — that  is,  the 
Sensitive  or  External  Feelings ;  and  into  the  Sentiments,  —  that  is, 
the  Mental  or  Internal  Feelings.     Of  these  in  their  order. 

I.  Of  the  Sensations.  —  The  Sensations  may  be  divided  into  two 

classes.    The  first  class  will  contain  those  which 
ens*  ona.         o      accompany    our  perceptions  through   the  five 

determinate  Senses,  —  of  Touch,  Taste,  Smell, 
Hearing,  and  Sight,  —  the  Sensus  J?ixus.    The  second  class  will 

comprise  those  sensations  which  are  included 

1.  of   the    Five      un^er  what  has  been  called  the  Cosncssthesis,  or 

Senses. 

Sensus    Communis, — the    Common    Sense, — 

Vital  Sense,  —  Sensus  Vagus,  —  such  as  the  feelings  of  Heat  and 

Cold,  of  Shuddering,  the  feeling  of  Health,  of 

2.  of  the  sensu*      Muscular  Tension  and  Lassitude,  of  Hunger  and 

Thirst,  the  Visceral  Sensations,  etc.,  etc.1 
In  regard  to  the  determinate  senses,  each  of  these  organs  has  its 
specific  action,  and  its  appropriate  pleasure  and 

ia*  a**  °ltM  Wm"      Pam *  *°r  ^ere  k  a  pleft8ure  experienced  in  each 
of  these,  when  an  object  is  presented  which  de- 
termines it  to  suitable  activity ;  and  a  pain  or  dissatisfaction  experi- 
enced, when  the  energy  elicited  is  either  inordinately  vehement  or 
too  remiss.    This  pleasure  and  pain,  which  is  that  alone  belonging 
to  the  action  of  the  living  organ,  and  which,  therefore,  may  be  styled 
organic,  we  must  distinguish  from  that  higher 
organic    pleasure      feeHng  wnich,  perhaps,  results  from  the  exercise 

and  pain  discriminated  _  T  6 '    .        .      r       ,  £        „ 

and  illustrated.  °*  Imagination  and  Intellect  upon  the  phenom- 

ena delivered  by  the  senses.  Thus,  I  would  call 
organic  the  pleasure  we  feel  in  the  perception  of  green  or  blue,  and 
the  pain  we  feel  in  the  perception  of  a  dazzling  white ;  but  I  would 
be,  perhaps,  disposed  to  refer  to  some  other  power  than  the  Ex- 
ternal Sense,  the  enjoyment  we  experience  in  the  harmony  of  colors, 
and  certainly  that  which  we  find  in  the  proportions  of  figure.  The 
sa me  observation  applies  to  Hearing.  I  would  call  organic  the 
pleasure  we  have  in  single  sounds;  whereas  the  satisfaction  we 
receive  from  the  harmony,  and,  still  more,  from  the  melody  of  tones, 
seems  to  require  a  higher  faculty.  This,  however,  is  a  very  obscure 
and  difficult  problem  ;  but,  in  whatever  manner  it  be  determined, 
the  Aristotelic  theory  of  pleasure  and  pain  is  the  only  one  that  can 
account  for  the  phenomena.  Limiting,  however,  the  organio 
pleasure,  of  which  a  sense  is  capable,  to  that  from  the  activity  de- 

l  See  above,  lest,  xxrit  p.  377.  —  J£d. 
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termined  in  it  by  its  elementary  objects,  —  this  will  be  competent 

to  every  sense,  but  in  very  different  degrees.    In 

The  degree  of  or-      treating  of  the  Cognitive  Powers,  I  formerly  no- 

ganio  pleasure  deter-  ticed  ^  {n  &u  ^  senBeg  we  CQuld  discriminate 
mined  by  the  objec- 

tivity  and  subjectivity  two  phenomena,  —the  phenomenon  of  Percep- 
of  the  Sense,  tion  Proper,  and  the  phenomenon  of  Sensa- 

tion Proper.1  By  perception  is  understood  the 
objective  relation  of  the  sense,  that  is,  the  information  obtained 
through  it  of  the  qualities  of  external  existences  in  their  action  on 
the  organ ;  by  sensation  is  understood  the  subjective  relation  of  the 
sense,  that  is,  our  consciousness  of  the  affection  of  the  organ  itself 
as  acted  on,  —  as  affected  by  an  object.  I  stated  that  these  phe- 
nomena were  in  an  inverse  ratio  to  each  other,  that  is,  the  greater 
the  perception  the  less  always  the  sensation,  the  greater  the  sen- 
sation the  less  always  the  perception.  I  further  observed,  that, 
of  the  senses,  some  were  more  objective,  others  more  subjective ; 
—  that  in  some  the  phenomenon  of  perception  predominated,  in 
others  the  phenomenon  of  sensation ;  that  is,  some  gave  us  much 
information  in  regard  to  the  qualities  of  their  object  and  little  in 
regard  to  their  own  affection  in  the  act ;  whereas  the  information 
we  received  from  others,  was  almost  limited  exclusively  to  their 
own  modification,  when  at  work.    ThuB  the  two 

-sr^riirs  hisher  sense8  °f  sisht  and  Hearin«  mi«ht  be 

Smell  subjective;  considered  as  preeminently  objective,  the  two 
hence  in  the  two  for-  lower  senses  of  Taste  and  Smell  might  be  Con- 
ner, organic  pleasure  gidered  as  preeminently  subjective ;  while  the 
two  latter  strong.'  sense  of  Touch  might  be  viewed  as  that  in  which 

the  two  phenomena  are,  as  it  were,  in  CBquilibrio. 
Now,  according  to  this  doctrine,  we  ought  to  find  the  organic  pleas- 
ure and  pain  in  the  two  higher  senses  comparatively  feeble,  in  the 
two  lower,  comparatively  strong.  And  so  it  is.  The  'satisfaction 
or  dissatisfaction  we  receive  from  certain  single  colors  and  certain 
single  sounds,  in  determining  the  organs  of  Sight  and  Hearing  to 
perfect  or  imperfect  activity,  is  small  in  proportion  to  the  pleasure 
or  the  displeasure  we  are  conscious  of  from  the  application  of  cer- 
tain single  objects  to  the  organs  of  Taste  or  Smell. 

So  far  we  may  safely  go.    But  when  it  is  re- 
How  far  the  theory      quired  of  us  to  explain,  particularly  and  in  detail, 

of  pleasure  and  pain  WQ  t^e  ro  fQY  example  produces  this  Sensa- 
affords  an  explanation  .«  *      •  ■■       i  * 

of  the  phenomena.  tlon  of  smell,  assafoetida  that  other,  and  so  forth, 

and  to  say  in  what  peculiar  action  does  the  per- 
fect or  pleasurable,  and  the  imperfect  or  painful,  activity  of  an  organ 

1  See  above,  leot.  zziv.  p.  886.  —  Ed. 
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consist,  we  must  at  once  profess  our  ignorance.  But  it  is  the  same 
with  all  our  attempts  at  explaining  any  of  the  ultimate  phenomena 
of  creation.  In  general,  we  may  account  for  much ;  in  detail,  we 
can  rarely  account  for  anything ;  for  we  soon  remount  to  facts  which 
lie  beyond  our  powers  of  analysis  and  observation. 

All  that  we  can  say  in  explanation  of  the  agreeable  in  sensation, 
is,  that,  on  the  general  analogy  of  our  being,  when  the  impression  of 
an  object  on  a  sense  is  in  harmony  with  its  amount  of  power,  and 
thus  allows  it  the  condition  of  springing  to  full  spontaneous  energy, 
the  result  is  pleasure ;  whereas,  when  the  impression  is  out  of  har- 
mony with  the  amount  of  power,  and  thus  either  represses  it  or 
Stimulates  it  to  over-activity,  the  result  is  pun. 

The  same  explanation,  drawn  from  the  obser- 
The  tiicOTy  appiica-      vation  of  the  phenomena  within  our  reach,  must 

Me  to  the  Vital  Sense.  r  #  ~* 

be  applied  to  the  sensations  which  belong  to 
the  Vital  Sense,  but  in  regard  to  these  it  is  not  necessary  to  say 
anything  in  detail. 
II.  The  Mental  or  Internal  Feelings,  —  the  Sentiments,— may 
be  divided  into  Contemplative  and  Practical, 
n.  8entiment»,-di-      The  former  ^re  the  concomitants  of  our  Cogni- 
tive and  Practical.  ^ve  Powers,  the  latter  of  our  Powers  of  Cona- 
tion.   Of  these  in  their  order. 
The    Contemplative  Feelings    are  again    distributed  into   two 
classes,  —  into  those  of  the  Subsidiary  Faculties 
Contemplative  Feel-      and  those  of  the  Elaborative;  and  the  Feelings 
ing*  divided  into  those      accompanying  the  subsidiary  faculties  may  be 

of  the  Subsidiary  Fao-  •         vj-    •  5    j  •    *    *u  /o  im  • 

vitiea-    and   of  the  again  subdivided  mto  those  of  Self-Consciousness 

Elaborate*.  The  fliat  or  Internal  Perception,  and  into  those  of  Imagi- 

daas    divided    into  nation,  —  Imagination  being  here  employed  to 

those    of    seif-con.  comprehend  its  relative  faculty,  the  faculty  of 

acioasneas  and  of  Im-  .  . 

agination.  Reproduction.    Of  these  in   their  order;    and 

first  of  the  Feelings  or  Sentiments  attending 

the  faculty  of  Reflex  Perception  or  Self-Consciousness. 

By  this  faculty  we  become  aware  of  our  internal  states ;  that  is, 

in  other  words,  that  we  live.    Now  we  are  con- 

a.    sentiment!  at-      scious  of  out  life  only  as  we  are  conscious  of  our 

tending        Self-Con-  *  -  . 

gcionsneu.  activity,  and  we  are  conscious  of  our  activity 

only  as  we  are  conscious  of  a  change  of  state,— 

for  all  activity  is  the  going  out  of  one  state  into  another ;  while,  at 

the  same  time,  we  are  only  conscious  of  one  state  by  contrast  to,  or 

as  discriminated  from,  a  preceding.    Now  pleas- 
Tedium  or  Ennui.  ,  ,  '     f    .        e     .         r      - 
ure,  we  have  also  seen,  is  the  consciousness  of 

a  vigorous  and  unimpeded  energy ;  pain,  the  consciousness  of  re- 
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pressed  or  impeded  tendency  to  action.  This  being  the  ease,  if 
there  be  nothing  which  presents  to  our  faculties  the  objects  on 
which  they  may  exert  their  activity,  in  other  words,  if  there  be  no 
cause  whereby  our  actual  state  may  be  made  to  pass  into  another, 
there  results  a  peculiar  irksome  feeling  for  a  want  of  excitement, 
which  we  denominate  tedium  or  ennui.  This  feeling  is  like  that  of 
being  unable  to  die,  and  not  being  allowed  to  live ;  and  sometimes 
becomes  so  oppressive  that  it  leads  to  suicide  or  madness. 
The  pain  we  experience  in  the  feeling  of  Tedium,  arises  from  the 

feeling  of  a  repressed  tendency  to  action ;  and 

Arise*  from  a  re-      ft  is  intense  in  proportion  as  this  feeling  is  lively 

pre»e     en  ency    o      ^^  vigorous.     An  inability  to  thought  is  a 

security  against  this  feeling,  and,  therefore,  te- 
dium is  far  less  felt  by  the  uncultivated  than  by  the  educated.  The 
more  varied  the  objects  presented  to  our  thought, — the  more  varied 

and  vivacious  our  activity,  the  intenser  will  be 

Tbe  more  varied  and  .  -  ..    .  -     . 

Tir«ctou.onr«etMty,  our  consciousness  of  living,  and  the  more  rap- 
tbe  iateiuer  oar  con-  idly  will  the  time  appear  to  fly.  Bnt  when  we 
•eiooweu  of  life,  and      look  back  upon  the  series  of  thoughts,  with 

the  more  rapidly  doe.  whi(,h  ^  ^^  ^  oooup|ed  the  whQ  wfl 
time  appear  to  fly. 

marvel  at  the  apparent  length  of  its  duration. 
Thus  it  is  that,  in  travelling,  a  month  seems  to  pass  more  rapidly 
than  a  week;  but  cast  a  retrospect  upon  what  has  occurred,  and 
occupied  our  attention  during  the  interval,  and  the  month  appears 
to  lengthen  to  a  year.  Hence  we  explain  why  we  call  our  easy 
occupations  pastimes;  and  why  play  is  so  en- 
Pastimes.  gaging  when  it  is  at  all  deep.    Games  of  hazard 

Games  of  ohance and         j    .  •  i      v  i_ 

8klll  determine  a  continual  change,  —  now  we  hope, 

and  now  we  fear ;  while  in  games  of  skill,  we 
experience  also  the  pleasure  which  arises  from  the  activity  of  the 
understanding,  in  carrying  through  our  own,  and  in  frustrating  the 
plan  of  our  antagonist. 
All  that  relieves  tedium,  by  affording  a  change  and  an  easy  exer- 
cise for  our  thoughts,  causes  pleasure.    The  best 

Tedium,  how  cured.  -    .     ,.  A.  ,  .   .      - 

cure  of  tedium  is  some  occupation  which,  by 
concentrating  our  attention  on  external  objects,  shall  divert  it  from 
a  retortion  on  ourselves.  All  occupation  is  either  labor  or  play ; 
labor  when  there  is  some  end  ulterior  to  the  activity,  play  when  the 
activity  is  for  its  own  sake  alone.  In  both,  however,  there  must  be 
ever  and  anon  a  change  of  object,  or  both  will  soon  grow  tiresome. 
Labor  is  thus  the  best  preventive  of  tedium,  for  it  has  an  external 
motive  which  holds  us  steadfast  to  the  work ;  while  after  the  com- 
pletion of  our  task,  the  feeling  of  repose,  as  the  change  from  the 

78 
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feeling  of  a  constrained  to  that  of  a  spontaneous  state,  affords  a 
vivid  and  peculiar  pleasure.  Labor  must  alternate  with  repose,  or 
we  shall  never  know  what  is  the  true  enjoyment  of  life. 

Thus  it  appears  that  a  uniform  continuity  in  our  internal  states  is 

painful,  and  that  pleasure  is  the  result  of  their  commutation.    It  is, 

however,  to  be  observed,  that  the  change  of  our 

Thechangeofourper-      perception8  and  thoughts  to  be  pleasing  must 

ceptions  and  thought*  •  •  i      /.  *      .  «         , 

to  be  pleasing  most  no*  De  to°  rapid ;  for  as  the  intervals,  when  too 
not  be  too  rapid.  long,  produce  the  feeling  of  Tedium,  so,  when 

Giddiness.  to°  8^ort>  ^e7  cause  that  of  Giddiness  or  Ver- 

tigo.    The  too  rapid  passing,  for  example,  of 
visible  objects  or  of  tones  before  the  Senses,  of  images  before  the 
Phantasy,  of  thoughts  before  the  Understanding,  occasions  the  dis- 
agreeable feeling  of  confusion  or  stupefaction, 
which,  in  individuals  of  very  sensitive  tempera- 
ment, results  in  Nausea,  —  Sickness^1 

I  proceed  now  to  the  Speculative  Feelings  which  accompany  the 

energies  of  Imagination.     It  has  already  been 

b.  sentiments  eon-      frequentlv  8tated    that  wnatever  affords  to  a 

oomitant  of  Imagina-  ,  »  *  u 

tfona  power  the  mean  of  full  spontaneous  energy  is  a 

cause   of  pleasure ;   and  that   whatever  either 

represses  the  free  exertion  of  a  power,  or  stimulates  it  into  strained 

activity,  is  the  cause  of  pain. 

I  shall  now  apply  this  law  to  the  Imagination.     Whatever,  in 

general,  facilitates  the  play  of  the  Imagination, 

Condition  of  the      is  felt  as  pleasing;  whatever  renders  it  more 

pleasurable  applicable      affi^  fe  felt  ^  displeasing.    And  this  applies 

to  Imagination,  both  r  °  ri 

as  Reproductive  and  equally  to  Imagination  considered  as  merely 
as  Plastic.  reproductive  of  the  objects  presented  by  sense, 

or  as  combining  these  in  the  phantastic  forms 
of  its  own  productive,  or  rather  plastic,  activity.    Considering  the 

Phantasy  merely  as  reproductive,  we  are  pleased 

An  Vfmi>rtiifi4«t.{vA 

with  the  portrait  of  a  person  whose  face  we 
know,  if  like,  because  it  enables  us  to  recall  the  features  into  con- 
sciousness easily  and  freely ;  and  we  are  displeased  with  it  if  unlike, 
because  it  not  only  does  not  assist,  but  thwarts  us  in  our  endeavor 
to  recall  them ;  while  after  this  has  been  accomplished,  we  are  still 
farther  pained  by  the  disharmony  we  experience  between  the  por- 
trait on  the  canvas  and  the  representation  in  our  own  imagination. 
A  short  and  characteristic  description  of  things  which  we  have 
seen,  pleases  us,  because,  without  exacting  a  protracted  effort  of 
attention,  and  through  a  few  striking  traits,  it  enables  the  imagina- 

1  Set  Marcus  Han,  Vber  dm  Sckurindtl,  1791. 
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tion  to  place  the  objects  vividly  before  it.  On  the  same  principle, 
whatever  facilitates  the  reproduction  of  the  objects  which  have  been 
consigned  to  memory,  is  pleasurable ;  as  for  example,  resemblances, 
contrasts,  other  associations  with  the  passing  thought,  metre,  rhyme, 
symmetry,  appropriate  designations,  etc.  To  realize  an  act  of  imag- 
ination, it  is  necessary  that  we  grasp  up,  —  that 
An  act  of  imagin*-  we  comprehend,  —  the  manifold  as  a  single 
tion  involves  the  com.  whole:  an  object,  therefore,  which  does  not 
manifold**  I  single  ^ow  itself  without  difficulty,  to  be  thus  repre- 
whoie.  sented  in  unity,  occasions  pain;    whereas  an 

object  which  can  easily  be  recalled  to  system, 
is  the  cause  of  pleasure.  The  former  is  the  case  when  the  object 
is  too  large  or  too  complex  to  be  perceived  at  once ;  when  the  parts 
are  not  prominent  enough  to  be  distinctly  impressed  upon  the  mem- 
ory. Order  and  symmetry  facilitate  the  acts  of  Reproduction  and 
Representation,  and,  consequently,  afford  us  a  proportional  gratifi- 
cation. But,  on  the  other  hand,  as  pleasure  is  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  free  energy,  an  object  which  gives  no 
The    Beantuui   in      impediment  to  the  comprehensive  energy  of  Im- 

objects  constituted  by  .  .    ,  .  .  .  ' ,  .      . 

variety  in  unity.  agination,  may  not  be  pleasurable,  if  it  be  so 

simple  as  not  to  afford  to  this  faculty  a  sufficient 

exercise.    Hence  it  is,  that  not  variety  alone,  and  not  unity  alone, 

but  variety  combined  with  unity,  is  that  quality  in  objects,  which 

we  emphatically  denominate  beautiful* 
As*  to  what  is  called  the  Productive  or  Creative  Imagination,  — 
this  is  dependent  for  its  materials  on  the  Senses 
Office  of  the  Plastic      an(i  on  the  Reproductive  Imagination.      The 

m*J,ia  on  d*°   **"      Imagination  produces,  the  Imagination  creates, 

range.  nothing;    it  only  rearranges    parts,  —  it  only 

builds  up  old  materials  into  new  forms ;  and  in 

reference  to  this  act,  it  ought,  therefore,  to  be  called,  not  the  pro- 
ductive or  creative,  but  the  plastic}    Now  this 
This  reconstruction      reconstruction  of  materials  by  the  Plastic  Imag- 

fWofold.  ...  *  *  -i     *.      .       .  t  , 

ination  is  twofold;  for  it  either  arranges  them 

in  one  representation,  or  in  a  series  of  representations.     Of  the 

pleasure  we  receive  from  single  representations,  I  have  already 

spoken ;  it,  therefore,  only  remains  to  consider  the  enjoyment  we 

find  in  the  activity  of  imagination,  in  so  far  as  this  is  excited  in 

concatenating  a  series  of  representations.    I  do  not  at  present  speak 

of  any  pleasure  or  pain  which  the  contents  of  these  concatenated 

representations  may  produce ;  these  are  not  feelings  of  imagination, 

but  of  appetency  or  conation ;  I  have  here  exclusively  in  view  the 

.  l  See  above,  lect.  xxxiii.  p.  468.  —  Ed. 
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feelingB  which  accompany  the  facilitated,  or  impeded,  energy  of  this 
ftmction  of  the  phantasy.    Now  it  is  manifest  that  a  series  of  rep- 
resentations are  pleasing :  —  1°,  In  proportion  as 
Condition*  of  the      tnev  severally  call  up  in  us  a  more  varied  and 

pleasurable,  at  regards        _  .  :  *  _ 

the  Understanding,         harmonious  image ;    and,  2  ,  In  proportion  as 
they  stand  to  each  other  in  a  logical  dependence. 
This  latter  is,  however,  a  condition  not  of  the  Imagination,  but  of 
the  Understanding  or  Elaborative  Faculty;  and,  therefore,  before 
speaking  of  those  feelings  which  accompany  the  joint  energies  of 
these  faculties,  it  will  be  proper  to  consider  those  which  arise  from 
the  operations  of  the  Understanding  by  itself.    To  these,  therefore, 
I  now  pass  on. 
The  function  of  the  Understanding  may,  in  general,  be  said  to 
bestow  on  the  cognitions  which  it  elaborates, 
dentJUMM00         *"      ^e  8™*****  possible  compass   (comprehension 
and  extension),  the  greatest  possible  clearness 
and  distinctness,  the  greatest  possible  certainty,  and  systematic 
order ;  and  in  as  much  as  we  approximate  to  the  accomplishment 
of  these  ends,  we  experience  pleasure,  in  as  much  as  we  meet  with  , 
hindrances  in  our  attempts,  we  experience  pain.    The  tendency,  the 
desire  we  have,  to  amplify  the  limits  of  our  knowledge,  is  one  of 
the  strongest  principles  of  human  nature.    To  learn  is  thus  pleas- 
urable ;  to  be  frustrated  in  our  attempted  knowledge,  painfuL 
Obscurity  and  confusion  in  our  cognitions  we  feel  as  disagree- 
able ;  whereas  their  clearness  and  distinctness 
Obmn  and  con-      affords  us  sincere  gratification.    We  are  pained 
h^diBaff^biaM,~      ^T  *  hasy  and  perplexed  discourse;  but  rejoice 
in  one  perspicuous  and  profound.     Hence  the 
pleasure  we  experience  in  having  the  cognitions  we  possessed,  but 
darkling  and  confused,  explicated  into  life  and  order ;  and,  on  this 
account,  there  is  hardly  a  more  pleasing  object  than  a  tabular  con- 
spectus of  any  complex  whole.    We  are  soothed  by  a  solution  of  a 
riddle ;  and  the  wit  which,  like  a  flash  of  light- 
ning,  discovers  similarities  between  objects  which 
seemed  contradictory,  affords  a  still  intenser  enjoyment. 

Our  cognitions  may  be  divided  into  two  classes, — the  Empirical 

or  Historical,  and  the  Rational.    In  the  former 

Cognitions  divided      we  only  apprehend  the  fact  that  they  are;  in 

into   two   oiaaMa,—      the  latter,  we  comprehend  the  reason  why  they 

tiowd         *"  are*      ^ne  Understanding,  therefore,  does  not 

for  each  demand  the  same  kind  or  degree  of 

knowledge;    but  in  each,  if  its  demand  be  successful,  we  are 

pleased;  if  unsuccessful,  we  are  chagrined. 
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From  the  tendency  of  men  toward*  knowledge  and  certainty, 
there  arises  a  peculiar  feeling  which  is  commonly  called  the  Feel- 
ing or  Sentiment  of  Truth,  but  might  be  more 
Sentiment  of  Troth,  correctly  styled  the  Feeling  or  Sentiment  of 
rieuunbie*11  ^  Conviction.  For  we  must  not  mistake  this  feel- 
ing for  the  faculty  by  which  we  discriminate  truth 
from  error ;  this  feeling,  as  merely  subjective,  can  determine  nothing 
in  regard  to  truth  and  error,  which  are,  on  the  contrary,  of  an 
objective  relation ;  and  there  are  found  as  many  examples  of  men 
who  have  died  the  confessors  of  an  error  they  mistook  for  truth,  as 
of  men  who  have  laid  down  their  lives  in  testimony  of  the  real 
truth.  "Every  opinion,"  says  Montaigne,1  "is  strong  enough  to 
have  had  its  martyrs."  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  the  feeling  of 
conviction  is  a  pleasurable  sentiment,  because  it  accompanies  the 
consciousness  of  an  unimpeded  energy;  whereas  the  counter-feel- 
ing,— that  of  doubt  or  uncertainty,  is  a  painful  sentiment,  because 
it  attends  a  consciousness  of  a  thwarted  activity.  The  uneasy 
feeling  which  is  thus  the  concomitant  of  doubt,  is  a  powerful  stim- 
ulus to  the  extension  and  perfecting  of  our  knowledge. 

The  multitude,  —  the  multifarious  character,  —  of  the  objects 
presented  to  our  observation,  stands  in  signal- 
Generalization  and  contrast  with  the  very  limited  capacity  of  the 
ntownniDie11'  "~  °W  ^unian  intellect.  This  disproportion  constrains 
us  to  classify;  that  is,  by  a  comparison  of  the 
objects  of  sense  to  reduce  these  to  notions;  on  these  primary 
notions  we  repeat  the  comparison,  and  thus  carry  them  up  into 
higher,  and  these  higher  into  highest,  notions.  This  process  is  per- 
formed by  that  function  of  the  Understanding,  which  apprehends 
resemblances ;  and  hence  originate  species  and  genera  in  all  their 
gradations.  In  this  detection  of  the  similarities  between  different 
objects,  an  energy  of  the  understanding  is  fully  and  freely  exerted ; 
and  hence  results  a  pleasure.  But  as  in  these  classes,  — these  gen- 
eral notions, — the  knowledge  of  individual  existences  loses  in  pre- 
cision and  completeness,  we  again  endeavor  to  find  out  differences 
in  the  things  which  stand  under  a  notion,  to  the  end  that  we  may 
be  able  to  specify  and  individualize  them.  This  counter-process  is 
performed  by  that  function  of  the  Understanding,  which  appre- 
hends dissimilarities  between  resembling  objects,  and  in  the  full 
and  free  exertion  of  this  energy  there  is  a  feeling  of  pleasure. 

The  Intellect  further  tends  to  reduce  the  piecemeal  and  frag- 
mentary cognitions  it  possesses,  to  a  systematic  whole,  in  other 

i,  1.  oh.  zl.  —  Ed. 
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words,  to  elevate  them  to  a  Science ;  hence  the  pleasure  we  derive 

from  all  that  enables  us  with  ease  and  rapidity 

Scienoe,— howpieu-      to  survev  tne  relation  of  complex  parts,  as  con- 

stituting  the  members  of  one  organic  whole. 
The  Intellect,  from  the  necessity  it  has  of  thinking  of  everything 

as  the  result  of  some  higher  reason,  is  thus  de- 
Dednotionfromfirrt      termined  to  attempt  the  deduction  of  every  ob- 

principles. 

ject  of  cognition  from  a  simple  principle.  When, 
therefore,  we  succeed  or  seem  to  succeed  in  the  discovery  of  such  a 
principle,  we  feel  a  pleasure ;  as  we  feel  a  pain,  when  the  intellect  is 
frustrated  in  this  endeavor. 

To  the  feelings  of  pleasure  which  are  afforded  by  the  unimpeded 

energies  of  the  Understanding,  belongs,  likewise, 

Apprehension    of      the  gratification  we  find  in  the  apprehension  of 

adaptation  of  Means      externai  or  internal  adaptation  of  Means  to  Ends. 

to  Ends,  —  how  pleas-        __  ...  .  ,,       _  . 

urable  Human  intelligence  is  naturally  determined  to 

propose  to  itself  an  end :  and,  in  the  considera- 
tion of  objects,  it  thus  necessarily  thinks  them  under  this  relation. 
If  an  object,  viewed  as  a  mean,  be  fitted  to  effect  its  end,  this  end  is 
either  an  external,  that  is,  one  which  lies  beyond  the  .thing  itself  in 
some  other  existence ;  or  an  internal,  that  is,  one  which  lies  within 
the  thing  itself,  and  consummates  its  own  exis- 
Ends  of  two  kinds,      tence.    If  the  end  be  external,  an  object  suited 

-external  and  inter-        %Q  accompli8n  ft  fe  g^  to  be  useful.     I£  again, 
sal.    Hence  the  Use-  _  ,  K_      .  _  ,      „      ,  f   . 

fui  and  the  Perfect.  tne  end  "e  internal,  and  all  the  parts  of  the 
object  be  viewed  in  relation  to  their  whole  as  to 
their  end,  an  object,  as  suited  to  effect  this  end,  is  said  to  be  perfect. 
I£  therefore,  we  consider  an  object  in  reference  either  to  an  exter- 
nal or  to  an  internal  end,  and  if  this  object  be  recognized  to  fulfil 
the  conditions  which  this  relation  implies,  the  act  of  thought  in 
which  this  is  accomplished  is  an  unimpeded,  and,  consequently,  pleas- 
urable energy ;  whereas  the  act  of  cognizing  that  these  conditions 
are  awanting,  and  the  object  therefore  ill  adapted  to  its  end,  is  a 
thwarted,  and  therefore  a  painful,  energy  of  thought. 


LECTURE    XLVI. 

THE  FEELINGS.  —  THEIR  CLASSES.  — THE  BEAUTIFUL  AND 

SUBLIME. 

After  terminating  the  consideration  of  the  Feelings  viewed  as 
Causes,  —  causes  of  Pleasure  and  Pain,  we  en- 

Recapitulation.  ,     .  _.  ..... 

tered,  in  our  last  Lecture,  on  their  discussion 
regarded  as  Effects,  —  effects  of  the  various  processes  of  conscious 
life.  In  this  latter  relation,  I  divided  them  into  two  great  classes, 
—  the  Sensations  and  Sentiments.  The  Sensations  are  those  feel- 
ings which  accompany  the  vital  processes  more  immediately  con- 
nected with  the  corporeal  organism.  The  Sentiments  are  those 
feelings  which  accompany  the  mental  processes,  which,  if  not  wholly 
inorganic,  are  at  least  less  immediately  dependent  on  the  conditions  of 
the  nervous  system.  The  Sensations  I  again  subdivided  into  two 
orders,  —  into  those  which  accompany  the  action  of  the  five  Deter- 
minate Senses,  and  into  those  which  accompany,  or,  in  fact,  consti- 
tute the  manifestations  of  the  Indeterminate  or  Vital  Sense!  After 
a  slight  consideration  of  the  Sensations,  I  passed  on  to  the  Senti- 
ments. These  I  also  subdivided  into  orders,  according  as  they  ac- 
company the  energies  of  the  Cognitive,  or  the  energies  of  the  Cona- 
tive,  Powers.  The  former  of  these  I  called  the  Contemplative,  — 
the  latter,  the  Practical  Feelings  or  Sentiments.  Taking  the  for- 
mer,—  the  Contemplative,  —  into  discussion,  I  further  subdivided 
these  into  two  classes,  according  as  they  are  the  concomitants  of  the 
lower  or  Subsidiary,  or  of  the  higher  or  Elaborative  Faculty  of  Cog- 
nition. The  sentiments  which  accompany  the  lower  or  Subsidiary 
Faculties,  by  a  final  Subdivision,  I  distributed  into  those  of  the  Fac- 
ulty of  Self-consciousness  and  into  those  of  the  Imagination, — 
referring  to  the  Imagination  the  relative  faculty  of  Reproduction. 
I  ought  also  to  have  observed,  that,  as  the  Imagination  always  coop- 
erates in  every  act  of  complex  perception,  and,  in  fact,  bestows  on 
such  a  cognition  its  whole  unity,  under  the  Feelings  of  Imagination 
(or  of  Imagination  and  the  Understanding  in  conjunction),  would 
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fall  to  be  considered  those  sentiments  of  pleasure  which,  in  the  per- 
ceptions of  sense,  we  receive  from  the  relations  of  the  objects  pre- 
sented. Under  the  Feelings  connected  with  the  energies  of  the 
Elaborative  Faculty  or  Understanding,  I  comprehended  those 
which  arise  from  the  gratification  of  the  Regulative  Faculty, — 
Reason  or  Intelligence, — because  it  is  only  through  the  operations 
of  the  former  that  the  laws  of  the  latter  are  carried  into  effect.  In 
relation  to  Feelings,  the  two  faculties  may,  therefore,  be  regarded 
as  one.  I  then  proceeded  to  treat  of  the  several  kinds  of  Contem- 
plative Feeling  in  detail ;  and,  before  the  conclusion  of  the  Lecture, 
had  run  rapidly  through  those  of  Self-consciousness,  those  of  Imag- 
ination, considered  apart  from  the  Understand- 
Feeiings  that  arise  ing,  and  those  of  the  Understanding,  consid- 
'^difd  ^fd^i!!  ere^  aPart  from  Imagination.  We  have  now, 
conjunction.  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  consider  the  feel- 

ings which  arise  from  the  acts  of  Imagination 
and  Understanding  in  conjunction. 

The  feelings  of  satisfaction  which  result  from  the  joint  energy  of 
the  Understanding  and  Phantasy,  are  principally 
Beauty  and  8ubiim-      those  of  Beauty  and  Sublimity ;  and  the  judg- 
ments which  pronounce  an  object  to  be  sublime, 
beautiful,  etc.,  are  called,  by  a  metaphorical  expression,  Judgment* 
of  Taste.     These  have  been  also  styled  ^Esthetical  Judgments; 
and  the  term  cesthetical  has  now,  especially  among  the  philosophers 
of  Germany,  nearly  superseded  the  term  taste.     Both  terms  are 
unsatisfactory. 

The  gratification  we  feel  in  the  beautiful,  the  sublime,  the  pictur- 
esque, etc.,  is  purely  contemplative,  that  is,  the  feeling  of  pleasure 
which  we  then  experience,  arises  solely  from  the  consideration  of 
the  object,  and  altogether  apart  from  any  desire  o£  or  satisfaction  in, 
its  possession.     In  the  following  observations,  it  is  almost  needless 
to  observe,  that  I  can  make  no  attempt  at  more  than  a  simple  indi- 
cation of  the  origin  of  the  pleasure  we  derive  from  the  contempla- 
tion of  those  objects,  which,  from  the  character  of  the  feelings  they 
determine,  are  called  beautiful,  sublime,  etc. 
In  relation  to  the  Beautiful,  this  has  been  distinguished  into  the 
Free  or  Absolute,  and  into  the  Dependent  or 
Beaut?  distinguished      Relative.1     In  the  former  case,  it  is  not  neces- 
tfTe  sary  to  have  a  notion  of  what  the  object  ought 

to  be,  before  we  pronounce  it  beautiful  or  not ; 
in  the  latter  case,  such  a  previous  notion  is  required.    Flowers, 

l  See  Hntoheson,  Inquiry,  treatise  i.  sects.  2, 4.  —  Ed. 
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shells,  arabesques,  etc.,  are  freely  or  absolutely  beautiful  We 
judge,  for  example,  a  flower  to  be  beautiful,  though  unaware  of  its 
destination,  and  that  it  contains  a  complex  apparatus  of  organs  all 
admirably  adapted  to  the  propagation  of  the  plant.  When  we  are 
made  cognizant  of  this,  we  obtain,  indeed,  an  additional  gratifica- 
tion, but  one  wholly  different  from  that  which  we  experience  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  flower  itself  apart  from  all  consideration  of 
its  adaptations.  A  house,  a  pillar,  a  piece  of  furniture,  are  depend- 
ently  or  relatively  beautiful ;  for  here  the  object  is  judged  beautiful 
by  reference  to  a  certain  end,  for  the  sake  of  which  it  exists.    This 

distinction,  which  is  taken  by  Kant1  and  others, 
This  distinction  un-      appears  to  me  unsound.    For  Relative  Beauty 

is  only  the  confusion  of  two  elements,  which 
ought  to  have  been  kept  distinct  There  is  no  doubt,  I  think,  that 
certain  objects  please  us  directly  and  of  themselves,  that  is,  no  ref- 
erence being  had  to  aught  beyond  the  form  itself  which  they 
exhibit.  These  are  things  of  themselves  beautiful.  Other  things, 
again,  please  us  not  directly  and  of  themselves,  that  is,  their  form 
presents  nothing,  the  cognition  of  which  results  in  an  agreeable 
feeling.  But  these  same  things  may  please  indirectly  and  by  rela- 
tion ;  that  is,  when  we  are  informed  that  they  have  a  purpose,  and 
are  made  aware  of  their  adaptation  to  its  accomplishment,  we  may 
derive  a  pleasure  from  the  admirable  relation  which  here  subsists 
between  the  end  and  means.    These  are  things  Useful.    But  the 

pleasure  which  results  from  the  contemplation 
J^T?!""!  the      of  the  useM» is  wholly  different  from  that  which 

Beautiful  distinct. 

results  from  the  contemplation  of  the  beautiful, 
and,  therefore,  they  ought  not  to  be  confounded.  It  may,  indeed, 
happen  that  the  same  object  is  such  as  affords  us  both  kinds  of 
pleasure,  and  it  may  at  once  be  beautiful  and  useful.  But  why,  on 
such  a  ground,  establish  a  second  series  of  beauty  ?    In  this  respect, 

St.  Augustin  shows  himself  superior  to  our  great 
st.  Augnstin's  doc-      modern  analyst.    In  his  Confessions,  he  informs 

periLTotiwinldei^  us  ^at  **e  ^  written  a  book  (unfortunately 
lost),  addressed  to  Hierius,  the  Roman  rheto- 
rician, under  the  title  J)e  jlpto  et  JPulcro,  in  which  he  maintained, 
that  the  beautiful  is  that  which  pleases  absolutely  and  of  itself,  the 
well-adapted  that  which  pleases  from  its  accommodation  to  some-* 
thing  else.  "Pulcrum  esse,  quod  per  se  ipsum;  aptum,  autem, 
quod  ad  aliquid  accommodatum  deoeret." ' 

1  Partially,  perhaps;  see  Kritikder  Vrtkttis-     he  refers  both  to  the  faculty  of  Judgment 
kraft,   H    *>    10.      But  Kant   distinguishes     —Ed 
Beauty  from  Adaptation  to  an  End,  though        2  Lib.  iv.  cap.  **.  —  £*. 
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Now  what  has  been  distinguished  as  Dependent  or  Relative 

Beauty,  is  nothing  more  than  a  beautified  util- 

Eeiative  Beauty  fa      itV)  or  a  utilized  beauty.     For  example,  a  pillar 

ttyforuui^iluty!      taken  bv  itself  and  aPart  from  a11  consideration 
of  any  purpose  it  has  to  serve,  is  a  beautiful 
object;  and  a  person  of  good  taste,  and  ignorant  of  its  relations, 
.would  at  once  pronounce  it  so.    But  when  he  is  informed  that  it  is 
also  a  mean  towards  an  end,  he  will  then  find  an  additional  satisfac- 
tion in  the  observation  of  its  perfect  adaptation  to  its  purpose ;  and 
he  will  no  longer  consider  the  pillar  as  something  beautiful  and  use- 
less ;  his  taste  will  desiderate  its  application,  and  will  be  shocked 
at  seeing,  as  we  so  often  see,  a  set  of  columns  stuck  on  upon  a  build- 
ing, and  supporting  nothing.      Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  our 
pleasure,  in  both  cases,  arises  from  a  free  and  full  play  being  allowed 
to  our  cognitive  faculties.    In  the  case  of  Beauty,  —  Free  Beauty, 
—  both  the  Imagination  and  the  Understanding 
Ab  *  lute  Beaut  "*      ^n(*  occaPat^n ;   and  the  pleasure  we  experi- 
ence from  such  an  object,  is  in  proportion  as  it 
affords  to  these  faculties  the  opportunity  of  exerting  fully  and 
freely  their  respective  energies.     Now,  it  is  the  principal  function 
of  the  Understanding,  out  of  the  multifarious  presented  to  it,  to 
form  a  whole.     Its  entire  activity  is,  in  fact,  a  tendency  towards 
unity ;  and  it  is  only  satisfied  when  this  object  is  so  constituted  as 
to  afford  the  opportunity  of  an  easy  and  perfect  performance  of 
this  its  function.     In  this  case,  the  object  is  judged  beautiful  or 
pleasing. 

The  greater  the  number  of  the  parts  of  any  object  given  by  the 
Imagination,  which  the  Understanding  has  to  bind  up  into  a  whole, 
and  the  shorter  the  time  in  which  it  is  able  to  bring  this  process  to 
its  issue,  the  more  fully  and  the  more-  easily  does  the  understanding 
energize,  and,  consequently,  the  greater  will  be  the  pleasure  afforded 
as  the  reflex  of  its  energy.1 

This  not  only  affords  us  the  rationale  of  what  the  Beautiful  is, 

but  it  also  enables  us  to  explain  the  differences 

The  theory  explains      of  different  individuals  in  the  apprehension  of 

the  differences  of  indi-      the  beautiful.     The  function  of  the  Understand- 

▼iduals  in  the  appre-        .....  .  ,     ,  -  , 

henrion  of  the  Beauti-      lnS  1S  m  a11  men  the  8ame  5  and  the  understand- 
fui.  ing  of  every  man  binds  up  what  is  given  as  plu- 

ral and  multifarious  into  the  unity  of  a  whole. 
But  as  it  is  only  the  full  and  facile  accomplishment  of  this  function, 

l  [Cf  Mendelssohn,  PHUosopkuche  ScknfUn,  ii.  p.  74.    Hemsterhuis,  Lettre  sur  la  Sadptw* 
KEmvres  Philosophiqtus  I,  p.  2.] 
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which  has  pleasure  for  its  concomitant,  it  depends  wholly  on  the 
capacity  of  the  individual  understanding,  whether  this  condition 
shall  be  fulfilled.  If  an  understanding,  by  natural  constitution,  by 
cultivation  and  exercise,  be  vigorous  enough  to  think  up  rapidly 
into  a  whole  what  is  presented  in  complexity,  —  multiplicity,  —  the 
individual  has  an  enjoyment  in  the  exertion,  and  he  regards  the 
object  as  beautiful;  whereas,  if  an  intellect  perform  this  function 
slowly  and  with  effort,  if  it  succeed  in  accomplishing  the  end  at  all, 
the  individual  can  feel  no  pleasure  (if  he  does  not  experience  pain), 
and  the  object  must  to  him  appear  as  one  destitute  of  beauty,  if  not 
positively  ugly.  Hence  it  is  that  children,  boors,  in  a  word,  per- 
sons of  a  weak  or  uncultivated  mind,  may  find  the  parts  of  a  build- 
ing beautiful,  while  unable  to  comprehend  the  beauty  of  it  as  a 
whole.  On  the  other  hand,  we  may  also  ex- 
And  affords  there*       p]am  why  tQe  pleasure  we  have  in  the  contem- 

Bon  why  our  pleasure        r       .  *  r  . 

in  the  contemplation  plation  of  an  object  is  lessened,  if  not  wholly 
of  an  object  is  les-  annihilated,  if  we  mentally  analyze  it  into  its 
eened,  when  we  ana-  parts.  The  fairest  human  head  would  lose  its 
yze  pa  beauty  were  we  to  sunder  it  in  thought,  and 

consider  how  it  is  made  up  of  integuments,  of  cellular  tissue,  of 
muscular  fibres,  of  bones,  of  brain,  of  blood-vessels,  etc.  It  is  no 
longer  a  whole;  it  is  the  multifarious  without  unity.  In  reference 
to  Taste,  it  is  quite  a  different  thing  to  sunder  a 
Difference  between  whole  into  its  parts,  and  a  whole  into  its  lesser 
randenng  a  whole  m-      wh0ies#     in  the  one  case,  we  separate  only  to 

to  its  parts,  and  into  '  r  J 

its  lesser  wholes.  separate,  and  not   again  to  connect.     In  the 

other,  we  look  to  the  parts,  in  order  to  be  able 
in  a  shorter  time  more  perfectly  to  survey  the  whole.  This  must 
enhance  the  gratification,  and  it  is  a  process  always  requisite  when 
the  whole  comprises  a  more  multiplex  plurality  than  our  under- 
standing is  competent  to  embrace  at  the  first  attempt.  When  a 
whole  head  is  found  too  complex  to  be  judged  at  once,  out  of  the 
brow,  eyes,  nose,  cheeks,  mouth,  etc.,  we  make  so  many  lesser 
wholes,  in  order,  in  the  first  place,  to  comprehend  them  by  the 
intellect  as  wholes  together;  we  then  bind  up  these  petty  wholes 
into  one  great  whole,  which,  in  a  shorter  or  longer  time,  we  over- 
look, and  award  to  it  accordingly,  a  greater  or  a  less  amount  of 
beauty. 

In  the  case  of  Relative  or  Dependent  Beauty, 
Relative    Beauty,       we  must    distinguish  the   pleasure  we  receive 

from   the  conformity        •    *       .  u-j-jjvx  j.    »j      j*      i 

r„      .  _  .  into  two,  combined  indeed,  but  not  identical. 

of  Mean  to  End.  m 

The  one  of  these  pleasures  is  that  from  the 
beauty  which    the   object  contains,   and    the   principle   of  which 
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we  have  been  jast  considering.  The  other  of  these  pleasures  is  that 
which,  in  our  last  Lecture,  we  showed  was  attached  to  a  perfect 
energy  of  the  Understanding,  in  thinking  an  object  under  the 
notion  of  conformity  as  a  mean  adapted  to  an  end. 

A  judgment  of  Taste  may  be  called  pure,  when  the  pleasure  it 
enounces  is  one  exclusively  derived  from  the 

Judgments  of  Tart*      Beautiful,  and  mixed,  when  with  this  pleasure 

either  Pure  or  Mixed.  7  ^  r 

there  are  conjoined  feelings  of  pain  or  pleasure 
from  other  sources.  Such,  for  example,  are  the  organic  excitations 
of  particular  colors,  tones,  etc.,  emotions,  the  moral  feeling,  the  feel- 
ing of  pleasure  from  the  sublime,  etc.  It  requires  a  high  cultiva- 
tion of  the  taste  in  order  to  find  gratification  in  a  pure  beauty,  and 
also  to  separate  from  our  judgment  of  an  object,  in  this  respect,  all 
that  is  foreign  to  this  source  of  pleasure.  The  uncultivated  man  at 
first  finds  gratification  only  in  those  qualities  which  stimulate  his 
organs;  and  it  is  only  gradually  that  he  can  be  educated  to  pay 
attention  to  the  form  of  objects,  and  to  find  pleasure  in  what 

lightly  exercises  his  faculties  of  Imagination 
iiie  Beautuu  de-      and  Thooght      the  Beautiful.    The  result,  then, 

fined.  o     '  -77 

of  what  has  now  been  said  is,  that  a  thing  beau- 
tiful is  one  whose  form  occupies  the  Imagination  and  Understand- 
ing in  a  free  and  full,  and,  consequently,  in  an  agreeable,  activity : 
and  to  this  definition  of  the  Beautiful  all  others  may  without  diffi- 
culty be  reduced ;  for  these,  like  the  definitions  of  the  pleasurable, 
are  never  absolutely  false,  but,  in  general,  only  partial  expressions 
of  the  truth.  On  these  it  is,  however,  at  present  impossible  to 
touch. 

The  feeling  of  pleasure  in  the  Sublime  is  essentially  different 

from  our  feeling  of  pleasure  in  the  Beautiful. 

The  SabHme,-the      The  ^eaatifai  awakens  the  mind  to  a  soothing 

feeling  partly  pleasur-  . 

ftble  contemplation;  the  sublime  rouses  it  to  strong 

emotion.    The  beautiful  attracts  without  repel- 
ling ;  whereas  the  sublime  at  once  does  both ;  the  beautiful  affords 
us  a  feeling  of  unmingled  pleasure,  in  the  full  and  unimpeded  activ- 
ity of  our  cognitive  powers ;  whereas  our  feeling  of  sublimity  is  a 
mingled  one  of  pleasure  and  pain,  —  of  pleasure  in  the  conscious- 
ness of  the  strong  energy,  of  pain  in  the  consciousness  that  this 
energy  is  vain. 
But  as  the  amount  of  pleasure  in  the  sublime  is  greater  than  the 
amount  of  pain,  it  follows,  that  the  free  energy 
lime*017  °f  th°  Sa        ^  elicits  must  be  greater  than  the  free  energy 
it  repels.     The  beautiful  has  reference  to  the 
form  of  an  object,  and  the  facility  with  which  it  is  comprehended. 
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For  beauty,  magnitude  is  thus  an  impediment.  Sublimity,  on  the 
contrary,  requires  magnitude  as  its  condition ;  and  the  formless  is 
not  unfrequently  sublime.  That  we  are  at  once  attracted  and  re- 
pelled by  sublimity,  arises  from  the  circumstance  that  the  object 
which  we  call  sublime,  is  proportioned  to  one  of  our  faculties,  and 
disproportioned  to  another;  but  as  the  degree  of  pleasure  transcends 
the  degree  of  pain,  the  power  whose  energy  is  promoted  must  be 
superior  to  that  power  whose  energy  is  repressed. 

The  sublime  has  been  divided  into  two  kinds,  the  Theoretical 

and  the  Practical,  or  as  they  are  also  called,  the 

The  Sublime, -di-      Mathematical  and  the  Dynamical.1    A  prefer- 

unaoo    Prote°Mion       a^e  d*v*s*on  would  be  according  to  the  three 

and  intension.  quantities,  —  into  the  sublime  of  Extension,  the 

sublime  of  Protension,  and  the  sublime  of  In- 
tension ;  or,  what  comes  to  the  same  thing,  —  the  sublime  of  Space, 
the  sublime  of  Time,  and  the  sublime  of  Power.    In  the  two  former 

the  cognitive,  in  the  last  the  conative,  powers 

These  divisions  iiiu»-      come  into  play.     An  object  is  extensively,  or 

trated#  protensively  sublime,  when  it  comprises  so  great 

TheSnblimeofEr-        v         .  .       , J      „  '         A    ,      T       *\        .        *    , 

tendon  «nd  Proton-  a  multitude  of  parts  that  the  Imagination  sinks 
sion.  under  the  attempt  to  represent  it  in  an  image, 

and  the  Understanding  to  measure  it  by  refer- 
ence to  other  quantities.  Baffled  in  the  attempt  to  reduce  the 
object  within  the  limits  of  the  faculties  by  which  it  must  be  com- 
prehended, the  mind  at  once  desists  from  the  ineffectual  effort,  and 
conceives  the  object  not  by  a  positive,  but  by  a  negative,  notion ; 
it  conceives  it  as  inconceivable,  and  falls  back  into  repose,  which  is 
felt  as  pleasing  by  contrast  to  the  continuance  of  a  forced  and  im- 
peded energy.  Examples  of  the  sublime,  —  of  this  sudden  effort, 
and  of  this  instantaneous  desisting  from  the  attempt,  are  manifested 
in  the  extensive  sublime  of  Space,  and  in  the  protensive  sublime 
of  Eternity. 
An  object  is  intensively  sublime,  when  it  involves  such  a  degree 
of  force  or  power  that  the  Imagination  cannot 
^e  su  ime  of  n-  ftt  Qnce  j^ppgggn^  an(i  the  Understanding  can- 
not bring  under  measure,  the  quantum  of  this 
force ;  and  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  object,  the  inability  of  the 
mind  is  made  at  once  apparent,  bo  that  it  does  not  proceed  in  the 
ineffectual  effort,  but  at  once  calls  back  its  energies  from  the  attempt. 
It  is  thus  manifest  that  the  feeling  of  the  sublime  will  be  one  of 
mingled  pain  and  pleasure;  pleasure  from  the  vigorous  exertion  and 

1  Kant,  Kriiik  dtr  UrUuihkraft,  \  24  t  uq.  —  Ed. 
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from  the  instantaneous  repose;  pain,  from  the  consciousness  of  limited 
and  frustrated  activity.  This  mixed  feeling  in  the  contemplation 
of  a  sublime  object  is  finely  expressed  by  Lucretius  when  he  says: 

"  Me  quaedam  divlna  voluptas, 
Percipit  atque  horror." l 

I  do  not  know  a  better  example  of  the  sublime,  in  all  its  thre* 
forms,  than  in  the  following  passage  of  Kant :  * 

"Two  things  there  are,  which,  the  oflener  and  the  more  stead- 
fastly we  consider,  fill  the  mind  with  an  ever 
The  sublime,  in  its      new,  an  ever  rising  admiration  and  reverence ; 

three  form.,  exempli-  _  ^  gTARRY  HEAVEN  above,  the  MORAL  Law 
fled  in  a  passage  from  -  _ 

Kftntt  within.    Of  neither  am  I  compelled  to  seek  out 

the  reality,  as  veiled  in  darkness,  or  only  to  con- 
jecture the  possibility,  as  beyond  the  hemisphere  of  my  knowledge. 
Both  I  contemplate  lying  clear  before  me,  and  connect  both  imme- 
diately with  my  consciousness  of  existence.  The  one  departs  from 
the  place  I  occupy  in  the  outer  world  of  sense ;  expands,  beyond 
the  bounds  of  imagination,  this  connection  of  my  body  with  worlds 
lying  beyond  worlds,  and  systems  blending  into  systems ;  and  pro- 
tends it  also  into  the  illimitable  times  of  their  periodic  movement, 
—  to  its  commencement  and  continuance.  The  other  departs  from 
my  invisible  self,  from  my  personality;  and  represents  ine  in  a 
world,  truly 'infinite  indeed,  but  whose  infinity  can  be  tracked  out 
only  by  the  intellect,  with  which  also  my  connection,  unlike  the 
fortuitous  relation  I  stand  in  to  all  worlds  of  sense,  I  am  compelled 
to  recognize  as  universal  and  necessary.  In  the  former  the  first 
view  of  a  countless  multitude  of  worlds  annihilates,  as  it  were,  my 
importance  as  an  animal  product,  which,  after  a  brief  and  that 
incomprehensible  endowment  with  the  powers  of  life,  is  compelled 
to  refund  its  constituent  matter  to  the  planet  —  itself  an  atom  in 
the  universe  —  on  which  it  grew.  The  aspect  of  the  other,  on  the 
contrary,  elevates  my  worth  as  an  intelligence  even  without  limit ; 
and  this  through  my  personality,  in  which  the  moral  law  reveals  a 
faculty  of  life  independent  of  my  animal  nature,  nay,  of  the  whole 
material  world :  —  at  least,  if  it  be  permitted  to  infer  as  much  from 
the  regulation  of  my  being,  which  a  conformity  with  that  law 
exacts ;  proposing,  as  it  does,  my  moral  worth  for  the  absolute  end 
of  my  activity,  conceding  no  compromise  of  its  imperative  to  a 
necessitation  of  nature,  and  spurning,  in  its  infinity,  the  conditions 
and  boundaries  of  my  present  transitory  life." 

J  ill.  28.  —ED  B  Eritik  dtr practisdun  Yemunft,  BeaohloM.  —  Ed. 
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44  Spirat  enim  majora  animus  seque  altius  effort 
Sideribus,  transitque  vias  et  nubila  fati, 
Et  momenta  premit  pedibos  quaecunqne  pntantnr 
Figere  propositam  natali  tempore  sortem."1 

Here  we  have  the  extensive  sublime  in  the  heavens  and  their 
interminable  space,  the  protensive  sublime  in  tl^eir  illimitable  dura- 
tion, and  the  intensive  sublime  in  the  omnipotence  of  the  human 
will,  as  manifested  in  the  unconditional  imperative  of  the  moral  law. 
The  Picturesque,  however,  opposite  to  the  Sublime,  seems,  in,  my 
opinion,  to  stand  to  the  Beautiful  in  a  somewhat 
The  Picturesque,—      similar  relation.     An  object  is  positively  ugly, 

wherein    it    constats,        when  it  ig  of  mcfo  a  form  that  the  Imagiuation 
ud    how    it    differs  ,   TT    ,  ,.  ,    ,  . 

from  the  Sublime  and      and  Understanding  cannot  help  attempting  to 
Beautiful.  think  it  up  into  unity,  and  yet  their  energies  are 

still  so  impeded  that  they  either  fail  in  the  en- 
deavor, or  accomplish  it  only  imperfectly,  after  time  and  toil.  The 
cause  of  this  continuance  of  effort  is,  that  the  object  does  not  pre- 
sent such  an  appearance  of  incongruous  variety  as  at  once  to  com- 
pel the  mind  to  desist  from  the  attempt  of  reducing  it  to  unity; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  leads  it  on  to  attempt  what  it  is  yet  unable  to 
perform,  —  its  reduction  to  a  whole.  But  variety,  —  variety  even 
apart  from  unity, — is  pleasing;  and  if  the  mind  be  made  content  to 
expatiate  freely  and  easily  in  this  variety,  without  attempting  pain- 
fully to  reduce  it  to  unity,  it  will  derive  no  inconsiderable  pleasure 
from  this  exertion  of  its  powers.  Now  a  picturesque  object  is  pre- 
cisely of  such  a  character.  It  is  so  determinately  varied  and  so 
abrupt  in  its  variety,  it  presents  so  complete  a  negation  of  all  rounded 
contour,  and  so  regular  an  irregularity  of  broken  lines  and  angles, 
that  every  attempt  at  reducing  it  to  an  harmonious  whole  is  at  once 
found  to  be  impossible.  The  mind,  therefore,  which  must  forego 
the  energy  of  representing  and  thinking  the  object  as  a  unity,  surren- 
ders itself  at  once  to  the  energies  which  deal  with  it  only  in  detail. 

I  proceed  now  to  those  feelings  which  I  denominated  Practical, 

—  those,  namely,  which  have  their  root  in  the 

The  Practical  leei-      p0werg  0f  Conation,  and  thus  have  reference  to 

overt  action. 

The  Conative,  like  the  Cognitive,  powers  are  divided  into  a  higher 

and  a  lower  order,  as  they  either  are,  or  are  not, 

immediately  relative  to   our  bodily  condition. 

The  former  may  be  called  the  Pathological,  the  latter  the  Moral. 

1  Prudentius,  Contra  Sym.  If.  479.    Quoted  in  Discussions,  p.  811.  —  Ed. 
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Neglecting  this  distribution,  the  Practical  Feelings  are  relative 
either  —  1°,  To  our  Self-preservation;  or,  2°,  To  the  Enjoyment 
of  our  Existence ;  or,  8°,  To  the  Preservation  of  the  Species ;  or, 
4°,  To  our  Tendency  towards  Development  and  Perfection;  or, 
5°,  To  the  Moral  Law.    Of  these  in  their  order. 

In  the  first  place,  of  the  feelings  relative  to  Self-preservation  :  — 
these  are  the  feelings  of  Hunger  and  Thirst,  of 

to^p^I^1'    Loathing>  <>f  Sorr<>w> of  Bodily  Pain> of  ReP?se> 

of  Fear  at  danger,  of  Anxiety,  of  Shuddering, 
of  Alarm,  of  Composure,  of  Security,  and  the  nameless  feeling  at 
the  Representation  of  Death.  Several  of  these  feelings  are  corpo- 
real, and  may  be  considered,  with  equal  propriety,  as  modifications 
of  the  Vital  Sense. 

In  the  second  place,  man  is  determined  not  only  to  exist,  but  to 
exist  well ;  he  is,  therefore,  determined  also  to 
.Eidoymento  ex-      feQ[Te  whatever  tends  to  render  life  agreeable, 
and  to  eschew  whatever  tends  to  render  it  dis- 
agreeable.    All,  therefore,  that  appears  to  contribute  to  the  former, 
causes  in  him  the  feeling  of  Joy ;  whereas,  all  that  seems  to  threaten 
the  latter,  excites  in  him  the  repressed  feelings  of  Fear,  Anxiety, 
Sorrow,  etc.,  which  we  have  already  mentioned. 
In  the  third  place,  man  is  determined,  not  only  to  preserve  him- 
self but  to  preserve  the  species  to  which  he  be- 

rrauon  or 
the  species. 


8.  Preset-ration  of      l0ng^  an<j  with  this  tendency  various  feelings 


are  associated.  To  this  head  belong  the  feelings 
of  Sexual  Love ;  and  the  Sentiment  of  Parental  Affection.  But 
the  human  affections  are  not  limited  to  family  connections.  u  Man," 
says  Aristotle,  "  is  the  sweetest  thing  to  man."1  Man  is  more  polit- 
ical than  any  bee  or  ant."8  We  have  thus  a  tendency  to  social 
intercourse,  and  society  is  at  once  the  necessary  condition  of  our 
happiness  and  our  perfection.  "  The  solitary,"  says  Aristotle  again, 
"is  either  above  or  below  humanity ;  he  is  either  a  god  or  a  beast."5 
In  conformity  with  his  tendency  to  social  existence,  man  is  en- 

dowed  with  a  Sympathetic  Feeling,  that  is,  he 

rejoices  with  those  that  rejoice,  and  grieves  with 
those  that  grieve.  Compassion,  —  Pity, —  is  the  name  given  to  the 
latter  modification  of  sympathy ;  the  former  is  without  a  definite 
name.    Besides  sympathetic  sorrow  and  sympathetic  joy,  there  are 

a  variety  of  feelings  which  have  referenoe  to  our 
anity.  existence  in  a  social  relation.    Of  these  there  is 

Shame. 

that  connected  with  Vanity,  or  the  wish  to  please 
others  from  the  desire  of  being  respected  by  them ;   with  Shame, 

lAa.JAMl.Tii.  2, 96.  — Ed.  2  Pbtt.  i.  2, 10. -  Ed.  *  fbffr.  1. 2,9,14.  —  E». 
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or  the  fear  and  sorrow  at  incurring  their  disrespect ;  with  Pride, 
or  the  overweening  sentiment  of  our  own  worth. 
To  the  same  class  we  may  refer  the  feelings  con- 
nected with  Indignation,  Resentment,  Anger,  Scorn,  etc. 

In  the  fourth  place,  there  is  in  man  implanted  a  desire  of  devel- 
oping his  powers,  —  there  is  a  tendency  towards 
.    en  eiusy  o   e-      perfection.    In  virtue  of  this,  the  consciousness 

velopment  r  m  ^ 

of  all  comparative  inability  causes  pain ;  the  con- 
sciousness of  all  comparative  power  causes  pleasure.  To  this  class 
belong  the  feelings  which  accompany  Emulation,  —  the  desire  of 
rising  superior  to  others;  and  Envy,— -  the  desire  of  reducing  others 
beneath  ourselves. 
In  the  fifth  place,  we  are  conscious  that  there  is  in  man  a  Moral 
_  Law,  —  a  Law  of  Duty,  which  unconditionally 

6.  The  Moral  Law.  ,,-,,.,,..,,  r™  . 

commands  the  fulfilment  of  its  behests.  This 
supposes,  that  we  are  able  to  fulfil  them,  or  our  riature  is  a  lie ;  and 
the  liberty  of  human  action  is  thus,  independently  of  all  direct  con- 
sciousness, involved  in  the  datum  of  the  Law  of  Duty.  Inasmuch 
also  as  Moral  Intelligence  unconditionally  commands  us  to  perform 
what  we  are  conscious  to  be  our  duty,  there  is  attributed  to  man  an 
absolute  worth,  —  an  absolute  dignity.  The  feeling  which  the  man- 
ifestation of  this  worth  excites,  is  called  Respect.  With  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  lofty  nature  of  our  moral  tendencies,  and  our 
ability  to  fulfil  what  the  law  of  duty  prescribes,  there  is  connected 
the  feeling  of  Self-respect ;  whereas,  from  a  consciousness  of  the 
contrast  between  what  we  ought  to  do  and  what  we  actually  per- 
form, there  arises  the  feeling  of  Self-abasement.  The  sentiment  of 
respect  for  the  law  of  duty  is  the  Moral  Feeling,  which  has  by  some 
been  improperly  denominated  the  Moral  Sense;  for  through  this 
feeling  we  do  not  take  cognizance  whether  anything  be  morally 
good  or  morally  evil,  but  when,  by  our  intelligence,  we  recognize 
aught  to  be  of  such  a  character,  there  is  herewith  associated  a  feel- 
ing of  pain  or  pleasure,  which  is  nothing  more  than  our  state  in 
reference  to  the  fulfilment  or  violation  of  the  law. 

Man,  as  conscious  of  his  liberty  to  act,  and  of  the  law  by  which 
his  actions  ought  to  be  regulated,  recognizes  his  personal  accounta- 
bility, and  calls  himself  before  the  internal  tribunal  which  we  de- 
nominate Conscience.  Here  he  is  either  acquitted  or  condemned. 
The  acquittal  is  connected  with  a  peculiar  feeling  of  pleasurable 
exultation,  as  the  condemnation  with  a  peculiar  feeling  of  painful 
humiliation,  —  Remorse. 
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L  A.  — FRAGMENT  ON  ACADEMICAL  HONORS.  —  (1836.) 
(See  p.  18.) 

Before  commencing  the  Lecture  of  to-day,  I  would  occupy  a  few  minute* 
with  a  matter  in  which  I  am  confident  you  generally  feel  an  interest ;  —  I  refer 
to  the  Academical  Honors  to  be  awarded  to  those  who  approve  their  zeal  and 
ability  in  the  business  of  the  Class.  After  what  I  formerly  had  occasion  to 
say,  I  conceive  it  wholly  unnecessary  now  to  attempt  any  proof  of  the  fact,  — 
that  it  is  not  by  anything  done  by  others  for  you,  but  by  what  alone  you  do 
for  yourselves,  that  your  intellectual  improvement  must  be  determined.  Read- 
ing and  listening  to  lectures  are  only  profitable,  inasmuch  as  they  afford  you 
the  means  and  the  occasions  of  exerting  your  faculties;  —  for  these  faculties 
are  orily  developed  in  proportion  as  they  are  exercised.  This  is  a  principle  I 
take  for  granted. 

A  second  fact,  I  am  assured  you  will  also  allow  me  to  assume,  is,  that  al- 
though strenuous  energy  is  the  one  condition  of  all  improvement,  —  yet  this 
energy  is,  at  first  and  for  a  long  time,  comparatively  painful.  It  is  painful,  be- 
cause it  is  imperfect  But  as  it  is  gradually  perfected,  it  becomes  gradually 
more  pleasing,  and  when  finally  perfect,  that  is,  when  its  power  is  fully  devel- 
oped, it  is  purely  pleasurable ;  for  pleasure  is  nothing  but  the  concomitant  or 
reflex  of  the  unforced  and  unimpeded  energy  of  a  faculty  or  habit, — the  de- 
gree of  pleasure  being  always  in  proportion  to  the  degree  of  such  energy.  The 
great  problem  in  education  is,  therefore,  how  to  induce  the  pupil  to  undertake 
and  go  through  with  a  course  of  exertion,  in  its  result  good  and  even  agreeable, 
but  immediately  and  in  itself,  irksome.  There  is  no  royal  road  to  learning. 
"  The  gods,"  says  Epicharmus,1  "  sell  us  everything  for  toil ; "  and  the  curse  in- 
herited from  Adam,  —  that  in  the  sweat  of  his  face  man  should  eat  his  bread, — 
is  true  of  every  human  acquisition.  Hesiod,  not  less  beautifully  than  philo- 
sophically, sings  of  the  painful  commencement,  and  the  pleasant  consummation, 
of  virtue,  in  the  passage  of  which  the  following  is  the  commencement : 

Tj)S  8*  *Ap€rvjs  iop&ra  &*o\  wpopdpo&cv  tfrrjicay 
'Addvarot:* 

1  Xenophon,  Memorabilia,  U.  1,  20.  —  Ed.  «  Opera  tt  Dies,  287.  —  Ed. 
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(a  passage  which,  it  will  be  recollected,  Milton  has  not  less  beautifully  imi- 
tated) ; l  and  the  Latin  poet  has,  likewise,  well  expressed  the  principle,  touch* 
ing  literary  excellence  in  particular: 

"  Gandent  radoribos  artes 

Et  sua  dlfficilem  reddunt  ad  limlna  cursum,"  S 

But  as  the  pain  is  immediate,  while  the  profit  and  the  pleasure  are  remote, 
you  will  grant,  I  presume,  without  difficulty,  a  third  fact,  that  the  requisite  de- 
gree and  continuance  of  effort  can  only  be  insured,  by  applying  a  stimulus  to 
counteract  and  overcome  the  repressive  effect  of  the  feeling  with  which  the 
exertion  is  for  a  season  accompanied.  A  fourth  fact  will  not  be  denied,  that 
emulation  and  the  love  of  honor  constitute  the  appropriate  stimulus  in  educa- 
tion. These  affections  are  of  course  implanted  in  man  for  the  wisest  purposes ; 
and,  though  they  may  be  misdirected,  the  inference  from  the  possibility  of  their 
abuse  to  the  absolute  inexpediency  of  their  employment,  is  invalid.  However 
disguised,  their  influence  is  universal : 

"Ad  basse 
Romanus,  Graiusque,  et  Barbaras  induperator 
ErexJt :  causas  discriminiB  atque  laboris 
Indehabuit;»s 

and  Cicero  shrewdly  remarks,  that  the  philosophers  themselves  prefix  their 
names  to  the  very  books  they  write  on  the  contempt  of  glory.4  These  passions 
actuate  most  powerfully  the  noblest  minds.  *'  Optimos  mortalium,"  *  says  the 
father  of  the  Senate  to  Tiberius,  —  "  Optimos  mortalium  aitissima  cupere :  con- 
temptu  famse  contemni  virtutes."  "  NaturaV'  says  Seneca,6  "  gloriosa  est  virtus, 
et  anteire  priores  cupit;"  and  Cicero/  in  more  proximate  reference  to  our  im- 
mediate object,  —  "  Honor  alit  artcs  omnesque  incenduntur  ad  studta  gloria." 
But,  though  their  influence  bo  universal,  it  is  most  powerfully  conspicuous  in 
the  young,  of  whom  Aristotle  has  noted  it  as  one  of  the  most  discriminating 
characteristics,  that  they  are  lovers  of  honor,  but  still  more  lovers  of  victory.8 
lit  therefore,  it  could  be  but  too  justly  proclaimed  of  man  in  general : 

"  Qui*  enim  virtutem  ampleetitnr  ipsam, 

Pnemiasitollas?"* 

it  was  least  of  all  to  be  expected  that  youth  should  do  so.  "  In  learning,"  says 
the  wisdom  of  Bacon,  "  the  flight  will  be  [low  and]  slow  without  some  feathers 
of  ostentation."10  Nothing,  therefore,  could  betray  a  greater  ignorance  of  hu- 
man nature,  or  a  greater  negligence  in  employing  the  most  efficient  mean 

l  Sir  W.  Hamilton  here  probably  refen  to  i  Pro  Arehia,  o.  11.  —  Ed. 

the  lines  in  Lyeidas,  —  *  Tacitus.  Ami.  iv.  88.  —  Ed. 

u  Fame  is  the  spur  that  the  clear  spirit  doth  «  De  Bens/Mis,  ill.  96.  —  ED. 

raise,"  etc.  —  Ed.  1  Tust.  Quasi,  i.  2.  —.Ed. 

3  B.  Mantnanus,  Carmen  de  suscepto  Tkeolog-  9  Bhet  ii.  12  —Ed. 

ico  Magisterio,  Optra,  Antverpie,  1576,  torn.  i.  0  Ja venal,  Sat.  x.  141.  —  Ed. 

p.  174.  —  Ed.  10  Essay  llv.  Of  Yarn  Glory.  —  Ed. 

3  Juvenal,  Sat.  x.  188.  —  Ed. 
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within  its  grasp,  than  for  any  seminary  of  education  to  leave  unapplied  these 
great  promoting  principles  of  activity,  and  to  take  for  granted  that  its  pupils 
would  act  precisely  as  they  ought,  though  left  with  every  inducement  strong 
against,  and  without  any  sufficient  motive  in  favor  of,  exertion. 

Now,  I  express,  I  believe,  the  universal  sentiment,  both  within  and  without 
these  walls,  in  saying,  that  this  University  has  been  unhappily  all  too  remiss,  in 
leaving  the  most  powerful  mean  of  academical  education  nearly,  if  not  alto- 
gether, unemployed.  You  will  observe  I  use  the  term  University  in  contradic- 
tion to  individual  Professors,  for  many  of  these  have  done  much  in  this  respect, 
and  all  of  them,  I  believe,  are  satisfied  that  a  great  deal  more  ought  to  be  done. 
But  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  individual  instructors  to  accomplish  what  can  be 
only  accomplished  by  the  public  institution.  The  rewards  proposed  to  merito- 
rious effort  are  not  sufficiently  honorable ;  and  the  efforts  to  which  they  are 
frequently  accorded,  not  of  the  kind  or  degree  to  be  of  any  great  or  general 
advantage.    I  shall  explain  myself. 

A  distinction  is  sought  after  with  a  zeal  proportioned  to  its  value ;  and  its 
value  is  measured  by  the  estimation  which  it  holds  in  public  opinion.  Now, 
though  there  are  prizes  given  in  many  of  our  classes,  nothing  has  been  done  to 
give  them  proper  value  by  raising  them  in  public  estimation.  They  are  not 
conferred  as  matters  of  importance  by  any  external  solemnity ;  they  are  not 
conferred  in  any  general  meeting  of  the  University ;  far  less  under  circum- 
stances which  make  their  distribution  a  matter  of  public  curiosity  and  interest 
Compared  to  the  publicity  that  might  easily  have  been  secured,  they  are  left, 
so  to  speak,  to  be  given  in  holes  and  corners ;  and  while  little  thought  of  to- 
day, are  wholly  forgotten  to-morrow;  so  that  the  wondeT  only  is,  that  what  the 
University  has  thus  treated  with  such  apparent  contempt,  should  have  awak- 
ened even  the  inadequate  emulation  that  has  been  so  laudably  displayed.  Of 
this  great  defect  in  our  discipline,  I  may  safely  say  that  every  Professor  is 
aware,  and  it  is  now  actually  under  the  consideration  of  the  Senatus,  what  are 
the  most  expedient  measures  to  obtain  a  system  of  means  of  full  efficiency  for 
the  encouragement  and  reward  of  academical  merit.  It  will,  of  course,  form 
the  foundation  of  any  such  improvement,  that  the  distribution  of  prizes  be 
made  an  act  of  the  University  at  large;  and  one  of  the  most  public  and  impos- 
ing character.  By  this  means  a  far  more  powerful  emulation  will  be  roused ;  a 
spirit  which  will  not  be  limited  to  a  certain  proportion  of  the  students,  but  will 
more  or  less  pervade  the  whole ;  nay,  not  merely  the  students  themselves,  but 
their  families ;  so  that  when  this  system  is  brought  to  its  adequate  perfection,  it 
will  be  next  to  impossible  for  a  young  man  of  generous  disposition  not  to  put 
forth  every  energy  to  raise  himself  as  high  as  possible  in  the  scale  of  so  honor- 
able a  competition. 

But,  besides  those  who  can  only  be  affected  by  an  act  of  the  whole  Univer- 
sity, important  improvement  may,  I  think,  be  accomplished  in  this  respect  in 
the  several  classes.  In  what  I  now  say,  I  would  not  be  supposed  to  express 
any  opinion  in  regard  to  other  classes;  but  confine  my  observations  to  one  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  our  own. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  I  am  convinced  that  excitement  and  rewards  are 
principally  required  to  promote  a  general  and  continued  diligence  in  the  ordi- 
nary business  of  the  class.    I  mean,  therefore,  that  the  prizes  should  with  us  be 
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awarded  for  general  eminence,  as  shown  in  the  Examinations  and  Exercises; 
and  I  am  averse  on  principle  from  proposing  any  premium  during  the  course 
of  the  sessional  labors  for  single  and  detached  efforts.  The  effect  of  this  would 
naturally  be  to  distract  attention  from  what  ought  to  be  the  principal  and  con- 
stant object  of  occupation ;  and  if  honor  is  to  be  gained  by  an  irregular  and 
transient  spirit  of  activity,  less  encouragement  will  necessarily  be  afforded  to 
regular  and  sedulous  application.  Prizes  for  individual  Essays,  for  Written 
Analyses  of  important  books,  and  for  Oral  Examination  on  their  contents,  may, 
however,  with  great  advantage,  be  proposed  as  occupation  during  the  summer 
vacation ;  and  this  I  shall  do.  But  the  honors  of  the  Winter  Session  must  be- 
long to  those  who  have  regularly  gone  through  its  toils. 

In  the  second  place,  the  value  of  the  prizes  may  be  greatly  enhanced  by 
giving  them  greater  and  more  permanent  publicity.  A  very  simple  mode,  and 
one  which  I  mean  to  adopt,  is  to  record  upon  a  tablet  each  year,  the  names  of 
the  successful  competitors ;  this  tablet  to  be  permanently  affixed  to  the  walls 
of  the  class-room,  while  a  duplicate  may,  in  like  manner,  be  placed  in  the 
Common  Reading-Room  of  the  Library. 

In  the  third  place,  the  importance  of  the  prizes  for  general  eminence  in  the 
business  of  the  class  may  be  considerably  raised,  by  making  the  competitors 
the  judges  of  merit  among  themselves.  This  I  am  persuaded  is  a  measure  of 
the  very  highest  efficiency.  On  theory  I  would  argue  this,  and  in  practice  it 
has  been  fully  verified.  On  this  head,  I  shall  quote  to  you  the  experience  of 
my  venerated  preceptor,  the  late  Professor  Jardine  of  Glasgow,  —  a  man,  I 
will  make  bold  to  say,  who,  in  the  chair  of  Logic  of  that  University,  did  more 
for  the  intellectual  improvement  of  his  pupils  than  any  other  public  instructor 
in  this  country  within  the  memory  of  man.  This  he  did  not  accomplish  either 
by  great  erudition  or  great  philosophical  talent,  —  though  he  was  both  a 
learned  and  an  able  thinker, —but  by  the  application  of  that  primary  prin- 
ciple of  education,  which,  wherever  employed,  has  been  employed  with  suc- 
cess, —  I  mean  the  determination  of  the  pupil  to  self-activity,  —  doing  nothing 
for  him  which  he  is  able  to  do  for  himself.  This  principle,  which  has  been 
always  inculcated  by  theorists  on  education,  has,  however,  by  few  been  carried 
fully  into  effect. 

"  One  difficult  and  very  important  part,"  says  Mr.  Jardine,1  "  in  administering  the 
system  of  prizes,  still  remains  to  be  stated;  and  this  is  the  method  by  which  the  different 
degrees  of  merit  are  determined;  a  point  in  which  any  error  with  regard  to  principle,  or 
suspicion  of  practical  mistake,  would  completely  destroy  all  the  good  effects  aimed  at 
by  the  establishment  in  question.  It  has  been  already  mentioned,  that  the  qualifications 
which  form  the  ground  of  competition  for  the  class  prizes,  as  they  are  sometimes  called, 
and  which  are  to  be  distinguished  from  the  university  prizes,  are  diligence,  regularity 
of  attendance,  general  eminence  at  the  daily  examinations,  and  in  the  execution  of 
themes,  propriety  of  academical  conduct,  and  habitual  good  manners;  and,  on  these 
heads,  it  is  very  obvious,  a  judgment  must  be  pronounced  either  by  the  professor,  or  by 
the  students  themselves,  as  no  others  have  access  to  the  requisite  information. 

"  It  may  be  imagined,  at  first  view,  that  the  office  of  judge  would  be  best  performed 

by  the  professor;  but  after  long  experience,  and  much  attention  to  the  subject  in  all  its 

bearings,  I  am  inclined  to  give  a  decided  preference  to  the  exercise  of  this  right  as  vested 

in  the  students.    Were  the  professor  to  take  this  duty  upon  himself,  it  would  be  lmpos- 

i 

1  Outlines  of  Fhtiotophirnl  £V/wm/ro>»,  etc  ,  pp  384.  886 ;  887,  889. 
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Bible,  even  with  the  most  perfect  conviction,  on  the  part  of  the  students,  that  his  judg- 
ment and  candor  were  unimpeachable,  to  give  satisfaction  to  all  parties;  while,  on  the. 
other  hand,  were  there  the  slightest  reason  to  suspect  his  impartiality,  in  either  of  these 
points,  or  the  remotest  ground  for  insinuation  that  he  gave  undue  advantage  to  any  indi- 
viduals, in  bringing  forward  their  claims  to  the  prejudice  of  others,  the  charm  of  emu- 
lation would  be  dissolved  at  once,  and  every  future  effort  among  his  pupils  would  be 
enfeebled. 

******** 

u  The  indispensable  qualities  of  good  judges,  then,  are  a  competent  knowledge  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  their  judgment  is  to  rest,  and  a  firm  resolution  to  determine  on  the 
matter  before  them  with  strict  impartiality.  It  is  presumed  that  the  students,  in  these 
respects,  are  sufficiently  qualified.  They  are  every  day  witnesses  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  business  of  the  class  goes  on,  and  have,  accordingly,  the  best  opportunities 
of  judging  as  to  the  merits  of  their  fellow-students;  they  have  it  in  their  power  to  ob- 
serve the  regularity  of  tutir  attendance,  and  the  general  propriety  of  their  conduct; 
they  hear  the  questions  which  are  put,  with  the  answers  which  are  given;  their  various 
themes  are  read  aloud,  and  observations  are  made  on  them  from  the  chair.  They  have, 
likewise,  an  opportunity  of  comparing  the  respective  merits  of  all  the  competitors,  in 
the  extemporaneous  exercises  of  the  class ;  and  they,  no  doubt,  hear  the  performances 
of  one  another  canvassed  in  conversation,  and  made  the  subject  of  a  comparative  esti- 
mate. Besides,  as  every  individual  is,  himself,  deeply  interested,  it  is  not  possible  but 
that  he  should  pay  the  closest  attention  to  what  is  going  on  around  him ;  whilst  he  can- 
not fail  to  be  aware  that  he,  in  like  manner,  is  constantly  observed  by  others,  and  sub- 
jected to  the  ordeal  of  daily  criticism.  In  truth,  the  character,  the  abilities,  the  dili- 
gence, and  progress  of  students,  are  as  well  known  to  one  another,  before  the  close  of 
the  session,  as  their  faces.  There  cannot,  therefore,  be  any  deficiency  as  to  means  of 
information  to  enable  them  to  act  the  part  of  enlightened  and  upright  judges. 

"  But  they  likewise  possess  the  other  requisite  for  an  equitable  decision ;  for  the  groat 
majority  have  really  a  desire  to  judge  honorably  and  fairly  on  the  merit  of  their  fellows. 
The  natural  candor  and  generosity  of  youth,  the  sense  of  right  and  obligations  of  jus- 
tice, are  not  yet  so  perverted,  by  bad  example  and  the  ways  of  the  world,  as  to  permit 
any  deliberate  intention  of  violating  the  integrity  on  which  they  profess  to  act,  or  any 
wish  to  conspire  in  supporting  an  unrighteous  judgment.  There  is  greater  danger,  per- 
haps, that  young  persons,  in  their  circumstances,  may  allow  themselves  to  be  influenced 
by  friendship  or  personal  dislike,  rather  than  by  the  pure  and  unbiassed  sense  of  meri- 
torious exertion,  or  good  abilities ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  when  an  individual  considers 
of  how  little  consequence  his  single  vote  will  be  among  so  many,  it  is  not  at  all  likely 
that  he  will  be  induced  to  sacrifice  it  either  to  friendship  or  to  enmity.  There  are,  how- 
ever, no  perfect  judges  in  any  department  of  human  life.  Prejudices  and  unperceived 
biasses  make  their  way  into  the  minds  even  of  the  most  upright  of  our  fellow-creatures ; 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  votes  are  sometimes  thrown  away,  or  injudiciously  given, 
by  young  students  iu  the  Logic  class.  Still,  these  little  aberrations  are  never  found  to 
disturb  the  operation  of  the  general  principle  on  which  the  scale  of  merit  is  determined, 
and  the  list  of  honors  filled  up." 

Now,  Gentlemen,  from  what  I  know  of  yon,  I  think  it  almost  needless  to 
say,  that,  in  confiding  to  you  a  function  on  the  intelligent  and  upright  discharge 
of  which  the  value  and  significance  of  the  prizes  will  wholly  depend,  I  do  this 
without  any  anxiety  for  the  result  I  am  sure  at  least  that  if  aught  be  want- 
ing, the  defect  will  be  found  neither  in  your  incompetency  nor  want  of  will. 

And  here  I  would  conclude  what  I  propose  to  say  to  you  on  this  subject ; 
(this  has  extended  to  a  far  greater  length  than  I  anticipated) ;  I  would  con- 
clude with  a  most  earnest  exhortation  to  those  who  may  be  discouraged  from 
coming  forward  as  competitors  for  academical  honors,  from  a  feeling  or  a  fancy 
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of  inferiority.  In  the  first  place,  I  would  dissuade  them  from  this,  because 
they  may  be  deceived  in  the  estimate  of  their  own  powers*  Many  individuals 
do  not  become  aware  of  their  own  talents,  till  placed  in  circumstances  which 
compel  them  to  make  strenuous  exertion.  Then  they  and  those  around  them 
discover  the  mistake.  In  the  second  place,  even  though  some  of  you  may  now 
find  yourselves  somewhat  inferior  to  others,  do  not  for  a  moment  despair  of 
the  future.  The  most  powerful  minds  are  frequently  of  a  tardy  development, 
and  you  may  rest  assured,  that  the  sooner  and  more  vigorously  you  exercise 
your  faculties,  the  speedier  and  more  complete  will  be  their  evolution.  In  the 
third  place,  I  exhort  you  to  remember  that  the  distinctions  now  to  be  gained, 
are  on  their  own  account  principally  valuable  as  means  towards  an  end,  —  as 
motives  to  induce  you  to  cultivate  your  powers  by  exercise.  All  of  you,  even 
though  nearly  equal,  cannot  obtain  equal  honors  in  the  struggle,  but  all  of  you 
will  obtain  advantage  equally  substantial,  if  you  all,  what  is  wholly  in  your 
own  power,  equally  put  forth  your  energies  to  strive.  And  though  you  should 
all  endeavor  to  be  first,  let  me  remind  you,  in  the  words  of  Cicero,  that — 
u  Prima  sequentem,  pulchrum  est  in  secundis,  tertiisque  consistere."  * 


B.  — FRAGMENTS  ON  THE  SCOTTISH  PHILOSOPHY. 
(a)  Pobtiov  of  Introductory  Lecture  (1836). 

Before  entering  on  the  proposed  subjects  of  consideration,  I  must  be  allowed 
a  brief  preliminary  digression.  In  entering  on  a  course  of  the  Philosophy  of 
Mind,  —  of  Philosophy  Proper,  —  we  ought  not,  as  Scotsmen,  to  forget  that  on 
this  is,  and  always  has  been,  principally  founded  the  scientific  reputation  of 
Scotland;  and,  therefore,  that  independently  of  the  higher  claims  of  this 
philosophy  to  attention,  it  would  argue  almost  a  want  of  patriotism  in  us,  were 
we  to  neglect  a  study  with  the  successful  cultivation  of  which  our  country,  and 
in  particular  this  University,  have  been  so  honorably  associated. 

Whether  it  be  that  the  characteristic  genius  of  our  nation  — the  prcefervi- 
dum  Scotorum  ingenium  —  was  more  capable  of  powerful  effort  than  of  perse- 
vering industry,  and,  therefore,  carried  us  more  to  studies  of  principle  than 
studies  of  detail;  or  (what  is  more  probable),  that  institutions  and  circum- 
stances have  been  here  less  favorable,  than  in  other  countries,  for  the  promo- 
tion of  erudition  and  research ;  certain  it  is  that  the  reputation  for  intellectual 
capacity  which  Scotland  has  always  sustained  among  the  nations  of  Europe,  is 
founded  far  less  on  the  achievements  of  her  sons  in  learning  and  scholarship, 
than  on  what  they  have  done,  or  shown  themselves  capable  of  doing,  in  Philos- 
ophy Proper  and  its  dependent  sciences. 

In  former  ages,  Scotland  presented  but  few  objects  for  scientific  and  literary- 
ambition  ;  and  Scotsmen  of  intellectual  enterprise  usually  sought  in  other  coun- 

1  Omior,  e.  i. 
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tries,  that  education,  patronage,  and  applause,  which  were  denied  them  in  their 
own.  It  is,  indeed,  an  honorable  testimony  to  the  natural  vigor  of  Scottish  tal- 
ent, that,  while  Scotland  afforded  so  little  encouragement  for  its  production,  a 
complement  so  large  in  amount,  and  of  so  high  a  quality,  should  have  been,  as 
it  were,  spontaneously  supplied.  During  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centu- 
ries, there  was  hardly  to  be  found  a  Continental  University  without  a  Scottish 
professor.  It  was,  indeed,  a  common  saying,  that  a  Scottish  pedlar  and  a  Scot- 
tish professor  were  everywhere  to  be  met  with.  France,  however,  was  long  the 
great  nursery  of  Scottish  talent ;  and  this  even  after  the  political  and  religious 
estrangement  of  Scotland  from  her  ancient  ally,  by  the  establishment  of  the 
Reformation,  and  the  accession  of  the  Scottish  monarch  to  the  English  crown ; 
and  the  extent  of  this  foreign  patronage  may  be  estimated  from  the  fact,  that  a 
single  prelate  —  the  illustrious  Cardinal  Du  Perron  —  is  recorded  to  have 
found  places  in  the  seminaries  of  France  for  a  greater  number  of  literary 
Scotsmen  than  all  the  schools  and  universities  of  Scotland  maintained  at  home.1 

But  this  favor  to  our  countrymen  was  not  without  its  reasons ;  and  the  ground 
of  partiality  was  not  their  superior  erudition.  What  principally  obtained  for 
them  reputation  and  patronage  abroad,  was  their  dialectical  and  metaphysical 
acuteness ;  and  this  they  were  found  so  generally  to  possess,  that  philosophical 
talent  became  almost  a  proverbial  attribute  of  the  nation.2 

During  the  ascendant  of  the  Aristotelic  philosophy,  and  so  long  as  dexterity  in 
disputation  was  considered  the  highest  academical  accomplishment,  the  logical 
subtlety  of  our  countrymen  was  in  high  and  general  demand.  But  they  were 
remarkable  less  as  writers  than  as  instructors ;  for  were  we  to  consider  them 
only  in  the  former  capacity,  the  works  that  now  remain  to  us  of  these  expatri- 
ated philosophers,  —  these  Scott  extra  Scotiam  agentes,  —  though  neither  few 
nor  unimportant,  would  still  never  enable  us  to  account  for  the  high  and  pe- 
culiar reputation  which  the  Scottish  dialecticians  so  long  enjoyed  throughout 
Europe. 

Such  was  the  literary  character  of  Scotland,  before  the  establishment  of  her 
intellectual  independence,  and  such  has  it  continued  to  the  present  day.  In 
illustration  of  this,  I  cannot  now  attempt  a  comparative  survey  of  the  contribu- 
tions made  by  this  country  and  others  to  the  different  departments  of  knowl- 
edge, nor  is  it  necessary ;  for  no  one,  I  am  assured,  will  deny  that  it  is  only  in 
the  Philosophy  of  Mind  that  a  Scotsman  has  established  an  epoch,  or  that  Scot- 
land, by  the  consent  of  Europe,  has  bestowed  her  name  upon  a  School. 

The  man  who  gave  the  whole  philosophy  of  Europe  a  new  impulse  and  di- 
rection, and  to  whom,  mediately  or  immediately,  must  be  referred  every  subse- 
quent advance  in  philosophical  speculation,  was  our  countryman,  —  David 
Hume.  In  speaking  of  this  illustrious  thinker,  I  feel  anxious  to  be  distinctly 
understood.  I  would,  therefore,  earnestly  request  of  you  to  bear  in  mind,  that 
religious  disbelief  and  philosophical  skepticism  are  not  merely  not  the  same,  but 
have  no  natural  connection;  and  that  while  the  one  must  ever  be  a  matter  of 
reprobation  and  regret,  the  other  is  in  itself  deserving  of  applause.  Both  were 
united  in  Hume;  and  this  union  has  unfortunately  contributed  to  associate 
them  together  in  popular  opinion,  and  to  involve  them  equally  in  one  vague 
condemnation.    They  must,  therefore,  I  repeat,  be  accurately  distinguished ; 

1  See  Dwnarimu,  p.  120  —  Er>.  9  See  Dumafe**,  p.  119.— Bd. 
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and  thus,  though  decidedly  opposed  to  0:10  and  all  of  Hume's  theological  con- 
clusions, I  have  no  hesitation  in  asserting  of  his  philosophical  skepticism,  that 
this  was  not  only  beneficial  in  its  results,  but,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  pe- 
riod, even  a  necessary  step  in  the  progress  of  Philosophy  towards  truth.  In  the 
first  place,  it  was  requisite  in  order  to  arouse  thought  from  its  lethargy.  Men 
had  fallen  asleep  over  their  dogmatic  systems.  In  Germany,  the  Rationalism 
of  Leibnitz  and  Wolf;  in  England,  the  Sensualism  of  Locke,  with  all  its  mel- 
ancholy results,  had  subsided  almost  into  established  faiths.  The  Skepticism  of 
Hume,  like  an  electric  spark,  sent  life  through  the  paralyzed  opinions ;  philos- 
ophy awoke  to  renovated  vigor,  and  its  problems  were  again  to  be  considered 
in  other  aspects,  and  subjected  to  a  more  searching  analysis. 

In  the  second  place,  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  manifest  the  inadequacy  of 
the  prevailing  system.  In  this  respect,  skepticism  is  always  highly  advanta- 
geous; for  skepticism  is  only  the  carrying  out  of  erroneous  philosophy  to  the 
absurdity  which  it  always  virtually  involved.  The  skeptic,  qua  skeptic,  cannot 
himself  lay  down  his  premises ;  he  can  only  accept  them  from  the  dogmatist ;  if 
true,  they  can  afford  no  foundation  for  the  skeptical  inference ;  if  false,  the 
sooner  they  are  exposed  in  their  real  character,  the  better.  Accepting  his  prin- 
ciples from  the  dominant  philosophies  of  Locke  and  Leibnitz,  and  deducing 
with  irresistible  evidence  these  principles  to  their  legitimate  results,  Hume 
showed,  by  the  extreme  absurdity  of  these  results  themselves,  either  that  Phi- 
losophy altogether  was  a  delusion,  or  that  the  individual  systems  which  afforded 
the  premises,  were  erroneous  or  incomplete.  lie  thus  constrained  philosophers 
to  the  alternative,  —  either  of  surrendering  philosophy  as  null,  or  of  ascending 
to  higher  principles,  in  order  to  reestablish  it  against  the  skeptical  reduction. 
The  dilemma  of  Hume  constitutes,  perhaps,  the  most  memorable  crisis  in  the 
history  of  philosophy ;  for  out  of  it  the  whole  subsequent  Metaphysic  of  Europe 
has  taken  its  rise. 

To  Hume  we  owe  the  philosophy  of  Kant,  and,  therefore,  also,  in  general, 
the  latter  philosophy  of  Germany.  Kant  explicitly  acknowledges  that  it  was 
by  Hume's  reductio  ad  absurdum  of  the  previous  doctrine  of  Causality,  he  was 
first  roused  from  his  dogmatic  slumber.  He  saw  the  necessity  that  had  arisen, 
of  placing  philosophy  on  a  foundation  beyond  the  reach  of  skepticism,  or  of 
surrendering  it  altogether ;  and  this  it  was  that  led  him  to  those  researches  into 
the  conditions  of  thought  which  considered,  whether  in  themselves  or  in  their 
consequences,  whether  in  what  they  established  or  in  what  they  subverted,  are, 
perhaps,  the  most  remarkable  in  the  annals  of  speculation. 

To  Hume,  in  like  manner,  we  owe  the  philosophy  of  Reid,  and,  conse- 
quently, what  is  now  distinctively  known  in  Europe  as  the  Philosophy  of  the 
Scottish  School. 

Unable  to  controvert  the  reasoning  of  Berkeley,  as  founded  on  the  philos- 
ophy of  Descartes  and  Locke,  Reid  had  quietly  resigned  himself  to  Idealism, 
and  he  confesses  that  he  would  never  have  been  led  to  question  the  legitimacy 
of  the  common  doctrine  of  Perception,  involving  though  it  did  the  negation  of 
an  external  world,  had  Hume  not  startled  him  into  hesitation  and  inquiry,  by 
showing  that  the  same  reasoning  which  disproved  the  Existence  of  Matter,  dis- 
proved, when  fairly  carried  out,  also  the  Substantiality  of  Mind.  Such  was  the 
origin  of  the  philosophy  founded  by  Reid, — illustrated  and  adorned  by  Stewart; 
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and  it  is  to  this  philosophy,  and  to  the  writings  of  these  two  illustrious  thinkers, 
that  Scotland  is  mainly  indebted  for  the  distinguished  reputation  which  she  at 
present  enjoys,  in  every  country  where  the  study  of  the  Mind  has  not,  as  in 
England,  been  neglected  for  the  study  of  Matter. 

The  Philosophy  of  Reid  is  at  once  our  pride  and  our  reproach.  At  home, 
mistaken  and  undervalued ;  abroad,  understood  and  honored.  The  assertion 
may  be  startling,  yet  is  literally  true,  that  the  doctrines  of  the  Scottish  School 
have  been  nowhere  less  fairly  appreciated  than  in  Scotland  itself.  To  explain 
how  they  have  been  misinterpreted,  and,  consequently  neglected,  in  the  coun- 
try of  their  birth,  is  more  than  1  can  now  attempt;  but  as  I  believe  an  equal 
ignorance  prevails  in  regard  to  the  high  favor  accorded  to  these  speculations 
by  those  nations  who  are  now  in  advance,  as  the  most  enlightened  cultivators 
of  philosophy,  I  shall  endeavor,  as  briefly  as  possible,  to  show  that  it  may  be 
for  our  credit  not  rashly  to  disparage  what  other  countries  view  as  our  chief 
national  claim  to  scientific  celebrity.  In  illustration  of  this,  I  shall  only  allude 
to  the  account  in  which  our  Scottish  Philosophy  is  held  in  Germany  and  in 
France. 

There  is  a  strong  general  analogy  between  the  philosophies  of  Reid  and  Kant ; 
and  Kant,  I  may  observe  by  the  way,  was  a  Scotsman  by  proximate  descent  Both 
originate  in  a  recoil  against  the  skepticism  of  Hume ;  both  are  equally  opposed 
to  the  Sensualism  of  Locke ;  both  vindicate  with  equal  zeal  the  moral  dignity 
of  man ;  and  both  attempt  to  mete  out  and  to  define  the  legitimate  sphere  of  onr 
intellectual  activity.  There  are  however,  important  differences  between  the 
doctrines,  as  might  be  anticipated  from  the  very  different  characters  of  the 
men ;  and  while  Kant  surpassed  Reid  in  systematic  power  and  comprehension, 
Reid  excelled  Kant  in  the  caution  and  security  of  his  procedure.  There  is, 
however,  one  point  of  difference  in  which  it  is  now  acknowledged,  even  by  the 
representatives  of  the  Kantian  philosophy,  that  Kant  was  wrong.  I  allude  to 
the  doctrine  of  Perception,  —  the  doctrine  which  constitutes  the  very  corner- 
stone of  the  philosophy  of  Reid.  Though  both  philosophies  were,  in  their 
origin,  reactions  against  the  skepticism  of  Hume,  this  reaction  was  not  equally 
determined  in  each  by  the  same  obnoxious  conclusion.  For,  as  it  was  prima- 
rily to  reconnect  Effect  and  Cause  that  Kant  was  roused  to  speculation,  so  it 
was  primarily  to  regain  the  worlds  of  Mind  and  Matter,  that  Reid  was  awak- 
ened to  activity.  Accordingly  Kant,  admitting,  without  question,  the  previous 
doctrine  of  philosophers,  that  the  mind  has  no  immediate  knowledge  of  any 
existence  external  to  itself,  adopted  it  without  hesitation  as  a  principle,  —  that 
the  mind  is  cognizant  of  nothing  beyond  its  own  modifications,  and  that  what 
our  natural  consciousness  mistakes  for  an  external  world,  is  only  an  internal 
phenomenon,  only  a  mental  representation  of  the  unknown  and  inconceivable. 
Reid,  on  the  contrary,  was  fortunately  led  to  question  the  grounds  on  which 
philosophers  had  given  the  lie  to  the  natural  beliefs  of  mankind ;  and  his  in- 
quiry terminated  in  the  conclusion,  that  there  exists  no  valid  ground  for  the 
hypothesis,  universally  admitted  by  the  learned,  that  an  immediate  knowledge 
of  material  objects  is  impossible.  The  attempt  of  Kant,  if  the  attempt  were 
serious,  to  demonstrate  the  existence  of  an  external  and  unknown  world,  was, 
as  is  universally  admitted,  a  signal  failure;  and  his  Hypothetical  Realism  was 
soon  analyzed  by  an  illustrious  disciple  —  Fichte  —  into  an  Absolute  Idealism, 
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with  a  logical  rigor  that  did  not  admit  of  refutation.1  In  the  meanwhile  Reid*S 
doctrine  of  Perception  had  attracted  the  attention  of  an  acute  opponent  of  the 
Critical  Philosophy  in  Germany ;  *  and  that  doctrine,  divested  of  those  super- 
ficial errors  which  have  led  some  ingenious  reasoners  in  this  country  to  view 
and  represent  Reid  as  holding  an  opinion  on  this  point  identical  with  Kant's, 
was,  in  Kant's  own  country,  placed  in  opposition  against  his  opinion,  fortified 
as  that  was  by  the  authority  of  all  modern  philosophers.  And  with  what  result? 
Simply  this:  —  that  the  most  distinguished  representatives  of  the  Kantian 
school  now  acknowledge  Kant's  doctrine  of  Perception  to  be  erroneous,  and 
one  analogous  to  that  of  Reid  they  have  adopted  in  its  stead.  Thus,  while,  in 
Scotland,  the  fundamental  position  of  Reid's  philosophy  has  been  misunder- 
stood, his  criticism  of  the  ideal  theory  treated  as  a  blunder,  and  his  peculiar 
doctrine  of  perception  represented  as  essentially  the  same  with  that  of  the  phi- 
losophers whom  he  assailed;  in  Germany,  and  by  his  own  disciples,  Kant's 
theory  of  perception  is  admitted  to  be  false,  and  the  doctrine  of  Reid,  on  this 
point,  appreciated  at  its  just  value,  and  recognized  as  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant and  original  contributions  ever  made  to  philosophy. 

But  in  France,  I  may  add  Italy,  the  triumph  of  the  Scottish  school  has  been 
even  more  signal  than  in  Germany.  The  philosophy  of  Locke,  first  recom- 
mended to  his  countrymen  by  the  brilliant  fancy  of  Voltaire,  was,  by  the  lucid 
subtlety  of  Condillac,  reduced  to  a  simplicity  which  not  only  obtained  an 
ascendant  over  the  philosophy  of  Descartes,  but  rendered  it  in  France  the 
object  of  all  but  universal  admiration.  Locke  had  deduced  all  knowledge 
from  Experience,  but  Condillac  analyzed  every  faculty  into  Sense.  Though 
its  author  was  no  materialist,  the  system  of  transformed  sensation  is  only  a  dis- 
guised materialism ;  and  the  import  of  the  doctrine  soon  became  but  too  appar- 
ent in  its  effects.  Melancholy,  however,  as  it  was,  this  theory  obtained  an 
authority  in  France  unparalleled  for  its  universality  and  continuance.  For 
seventy  years,  not  a  single  work  of  an  opposite  tendency  made  the  smallest 
impression  on  the  public  mind ;  all  discussion  of  principles  had  ceased ;  it  re- 
mained only  to  develop  the  remoter  consequences  of  the  system ;  philosophy 
seemed  accomplished. 

Such  was  the  state  of  opinion  in  France  until  the  downfall  of  the  Empire. 
In  the  period  of  tranquillity  that  followed  the  Restoration,  the  minds  of  men 
were  again  turned  with  interest  to  metaphysical  speculation  ;  and  it  was  then 
that  the  doctrines  of  the  Scottish  Philosophy  were,  for  the  first  time,  heard  in 
the  public  schools  of  France.  Recommended  by  the  powerful  talent  and  high 
authority  of  Royer-Collard,  these  doctrines  made  converts  of  some  of  the  lofti- 
est intellects  of  France.  A  vigorous  assault,  in  which  the  prowess  of  Cousin 
was  remarkable,  was  made  against  the  prevalent  opinions,  and  with  a  success 
so  decisive,  that,  after  a  controversy  of  twenty  years,  the  school  of  Condillac  is 
now,  in  its  own  country,  considered  as  extinct ;  while  our  Scottish  philosophy 
not  only  obtained  an  ascendant  in  public  opinion,  but,  through  the  influence 
of  my  illustrious  friend  M.  Cousin,  forms  the  basis  of  philosophical  instruction 

l  Some  fragmentary  criticisms  of  the  Kan-  3  Schutee,  in  his  JEnesidenwSj  published  in 

tian  philosophy  in  this  respect,  will  be  found  1792;  and  again  in  his  Kriiik  der  tiuoretischen 

appended  to  this  dissertation.    See  below,  p.  PhOoxophie,  1801.    See  R*uP*  Works,  p.  797.— 
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in  the  various  Colleges  connected  with  the  University  of  France.  It  must  not, 
however,  be  supposed,  that  the  French  have  servilely  adopted  the  opinions  of 
our  countrymen.  On  the  contrary,  what  they  have  borrowed  they  have  so 
ably  amplified,  strengthened,  simplified,  and  improved,  that  the  common  doc- 
trines of  Reid  and  Stewart,  of  Royer-Collard  and  Jouffroy  (for  Cousin  falls 
under  another  category),  ought  injustice  to  be  denominated  the  Scoto- Galilean 
Philosophy,  —  a  name,  indeed,  already  bestowed  upon  them  by  recent  histo- 
rians of  philosophy  in  Germany. 


(6.)  M.  Jommtor's  Criticism  of  thb  Scottish  8chool. 

(Probably  1837,  or  a  little  later.    See  CEuvr&  de  Sad,  vol.  1.  Preface,  p.  clxxxri.- 

excix. — Ed.) 

*  *  *  *      I  must  be  allowed  to  make  an  observation  in 

reference  to  the  criticism  of  M.  Jouffroy. 

Dr.  Reid  and  Mr.  Stewart  not  only  denounce  as  absurd  the  attempt  to  dem- 
onstrate, that  the  original  data  of  Consciousness  are  for  us  the  rule  of  what  we 
ought  to  believe,  that  is,  the  criteria  of  a  relative,  —  human,  —  subjective, 
truth ;  but  interdict  as  unphilosophical  all  question  in  regard  to  their  validity, 
as  the  vehicles  of  an  absolute  or  objective  truth. 

M.  Jouffroy,  of  course,  coincides  with  the  Scottish  philosophers  in  regard  to 
the  former ;  but  as  to  the  latter,  he  maintains,  with  Kant,  that  the  doubt  is 
legitimate,  and,  though  he  admits  it  to  be  insoluble,  he  thinks  it  ought  to  be 
entertained..  Nor,  on  the  ground  on  which  they  and  he  consider  the  question, 
am  I  disposed  to  dissent  from  his  conclusion.  But  on  that  on  which  I  have 
now  placed  it,1 1  cannot  but  view  the  inquiry  as  incompetent  For  what  is  the 
question  in  plain  terms  ?  Simply,  —  Whether  what  our  nature  compels  us  to 
believe  as  true  and  real,  be  true  and  real,  or  only  a  consistent  illusion  ?  Now 
this  question  cannot  be  philosophically  entertained,  for  two  reasons.  1°,  Be- 
cause there  exists  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  veracity  of  our  nature,  which 
either  precludes  or  peremptorily  repels  a  gratuitous  supposition  of  its  men- 
dacity. 2°,  Because  we  have  no  mean  out  of  Consciousness  of  testing  Con- 
sciousness. If  its  data  are  found*concordant,  they  must  be  trustworthy ;  if 
repugnant,  they  are  already  proved  unworthy  of  credit  Unless,  therefore, 
the  mutual  collation  of  the  primary  data  of  Consciousness  .be  held  such  an 
inquiry,  this  is,  I  think,  manifestly  incompetent  It  is  only  in  the  case  of  one 
or  more  of  these  original  facts  being  rejected  as  false,  that  the  question  can 
emerge  in  regard  to  the  truth  of  the  others.  But,  in  reality,  on  this  hypothe- 
sis, the  problem  is  already  decided ;  their  character  for  truth  is  gone ;  and  all 
subsequent  canvassing  of  their  probability  is  profitless  speculation. 

Kant  started,  like  the  philosophers  in  general,  with  the  non-acceptance  of 
the  deliverance  of  Consciousness,  —  that  we  are  immediately  cognizant  of 
extended  objects.  This  first  step  decided  the  destiny  of  his  philosophy.  The 
external  world,  as  known,  was,  therefore,  only  a  phenomenon  of  the  internal ; 
and  our  knowledge  in  general  only  of  self,  the  objective  only  subjective ;  and 

1  See  RenTs  Works,  p.  746.  —  Ed. 
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troth  only  the  harmony  of  thought  with  thought,  not  of  thought  with  things ; 
—  reality  only  a  necessary  illusion. 

It  was  quite  in  order,  that  Eant  should  canvass  the  veracity  of  all  our  pri- 
mary beliefs,  having  founded  his  philosophy  on  the  presumed  falsehood  of  one ; 
and  an  inquiry  followed  out  with  such  consistency  and  talent  could  not,  from 
such  a  commencement,  terminate  in  a  different  result 


(a)  General  Characteristics  of  the  Scottish  School. 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mb.  Dugald  Stewart.     On 
Desk,  May  1856;  written  Autumn  1855.  —  Ed.) 

The  Scottish  School  of  Philosophy  is  distinctively  characterized  by  its  oppo- 
sition to  all  the  destructive  schemes  of  speculation  ;  —  in  particular,  to  Skepti- 
cism, or  the  uncertainty  of  Knowledge ;  to  Idealism,  or  the  non-existence  of 
the  material  world ;  to  Fatalism,  or  the  denial  of  a  moral  universe.  Reid  has 
the  merit  of  originating  this  movement,  and  Stewart  the  honor  of  continuing, 
and  promoting,  and  extending  it 

In  the  philosophy  which  prevailed  before  Descartes,  in  whose  doctrines  it  may 
be  affirmed  that  modern  speculation  took  its  rise,  we  find  all  these  schemes, 
indeed,  but  all  marked  and  modified  in  a  peculiar  manner.  In  antiquity,  we 
have  the  skepticism  of  Pyrrho  and  JEnesidemus ;  but  this,  however  ingenious 
its  object,  never  became  popular  or  dangerous,  and  without  a  formal  or  decisive 
refutation,  gradually  died  out. 

In  the  scholastic  ages,  Idealism  was  [countenanced]  by  the  dominant  psychol- 
ogy, and  would  perhaps  have  taken  root,  but  for  the  check  it  encountered  from 
the  Church,  to  the  dogmas  of  which  all  philosophy  was  then  voluntarily  sub- 
jected. The  doctrine  of  Representative  Perception,  in  its  cruder  form,  was 
generally  accepted,  and  the  question  often  mooted,  "  Could  not  God  maintain 
the  species  in  the  sensory,  the  object  (external  reality)  being  annihilated  ? " 
This  problem,  as  philosophy  affirmed,  theology  denied.  It  was  possible,  nay 
probable,  according  to  the  former ;  impossible,  because  heretical,  according  to 
the  latter.  * 

Finally,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Absolute  decrees  of  God  might,  at  the  first 
view,  be  thought,  not  only  to  favor,  but  to  establish,  a  doctrine  of  unconditioned 
Fatalism.  But  this  inference  was  disavowed  by  the  most  strenuous  advocates 
of  Prescience  and  Predestination ;  and  the  Freewill  of  man  asserted  no  less 
vehemently  than  the  Free  Grace  of  God. 


(d)  Kant  and  Reid 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mr.  Stewart.    On  Desk,  May, 
1856 ;  written  Autumn  1855. — Ed.) 

In  like  manner,  Kant  assailed  Skepticism,  and  the  skepticism  of  Hume ;  but 
with  a  very  different  result    For,  if  in  one  conclusion  he  controverted  skep- 

l  See  Discussion*,  p.  196,  second  edition,— why  Idealism  and  the  doetrine  of  Tranrabstasr 
ttetlon  were  meompatible. 
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ticism,  he  himself  introduced  and  patronized  the  most  unexclusive  doubt  He 
showed,  indeed,  that  Hume's  rejection  of  the  notion  of  Causality  was  groundless. 
He  proved  that,  although  this  notion  was  not,  and  could  not  be,  constructed 
from  experience,  still  causality  was  a  real  and  efficient  principle,  native  and 
necessary  in  human  intelligence ;  and  that  although  experience  did  not  explain 
its  genesis,  experience  always  supposes  its  operation.  So  far  so  good.  But 
Kant  did  not  stop  here.  He  endeavored  to  evince  that  pure  Reason,  that 
Intelligence  is  naturally,  is  necessarily,  repugnant  with  itself,  and  that  specula- 
tion ends  in  a  series  of  insoluble  antilogies.  In  its  highest  potence,  in  its  very 
essence,  thought  is  thus  infected  with  contradiction ;  and  the  worst  and  most 
pervading  skepticism  is  the  melancholy  result  If  I  have  done  anything  meri- 
torious in  philosophy,  it  is  in  the  attempt  to  explain  the  phenomena  of  these 
contradictions ;  in  showing  that  they  arise  only  when  intelligence  transcends 
the  limits  to  which  its  legitimate  exercise  is  restricted ;  and  that  within  these 
bounds  (the  Conditioned),  natural  thought  is  neither  fallible  nor  mendacious — 

"Neque  decipitur,  nee  decipit  umquam." 

If  this  view  be  correct,  Kant's  antinomies,  with  their  consequent  skepticism, 
are  solved ;  and  the  human  mind,  however  weak,  is  shown  not  to  be  the  work 
of  a  treacherous  Creator. 

Reid,  on  the  contrary,  did  not  subvert  the  trustworthiness  of  the  one  witness, 
on  whose  absolute  veracity  he  relied.  In  his  hands  natural  (and,  therefore,  nec- 
essary) thought,  —  Consciousness,  —  Common  Sense,  —  are  always  held  out  as 
entitled  to  our  implicit  and  thorough-going  confidence.  The  fact  of  the  testi- 
mony sufficiently  guarantees  the  truth  of  what  the  testimony  avouches.  The 
testimony,  if  delivered,  is  to  be  believed  pro  tanio  impeccable. 


(e)  Kant's  Doctbinb  of   Space  and  Timb. 
(Fragments  from  early  Papers.    Probably  before  1836. — Ed.) 

Kant,  1°,  Made  our  actual  world  one  merely  of  illusion.  Time  and  Space, 
under  which  we  must  perceive  and  think,  he  reduced  to  mere  subjective  spec- 
tral forms,  which  have  no  real  archetype  in  the  noumenal  or  real  universe. 
We  can  infer  nothing  from  this  to  that  Cause  and  Effect  govern  thing  and 
thought  in  the  world  of  Space  and  Time ;  the  relation  will  not  subsist  where 
Time  and  Space  have  no  reality.  (Lines  from  Fracastorius.)1  Corresponds 
with  the  Platonic,  but  more  thorough-going.  Kant,  2°,  Made  Reason,  Intelli- 
gence, contradict  itself  in  its  legitimate  exercise.  Antilogy,  —  antinomy,  part 
and  parcel  of  its  nature ;  not  only  "  reasoning,  but  to  err,"  but  reason  itself. 

Thus,  the  conviction  that  we  live  in  a  world  of  unreality  and  illusion,  and 
that  our  very  faculty  of  knowledge  is  only  given  us  to  mislead,  is  the  result  of 
our  criticism,  —  Skepticism. 

On  the  contrary,  my  doctrine  holds,  1°,  That  Space  and  Time,  as  given,  are 
real  forms  of  thought  and  conditions  of  things ;  2°,  That  Intelligence, — Reason, 

...  l  Seeleot  xxi.  p.  290.  —  Ed. 
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—  within  its  legitimate  limits,  is  legitimate ;  within  this  sphere  it  never  de- 
ceives ;  and  it  is  only  whqn  transcending  that  sphere,  when  founding  on  its 
illegitimate  as  on  its  legitimate  exercise,  that  it  affords  a  contradictory  result ; 
"  Ne  sapiamus  ultra  facilitates."  The  dogmatic  assertion  of  necessity,  —  of 
Fatalism,  and  the  dogmatic  assertion  of  Liberty,  are  the  counter  and  equally 
inconceivable  conclusions  from  reliance  on  the  illegitimate  and  one-sided. 


Kant  holds  the  subjectivity  of  Space  (and  Time),  and,  if  he  does  not  deny, 
will  not  affirm  the  existence  of  a  real  space,  external  to  our  minds ;  because  it 
is  a  mere  form  of  our  perceptive  faculty.  He  holds  that  we  have  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  external  thing  as  really  existing,  and  that  all  our  perceptions  are 
merely  appearances,  t.  e.  subjective  representations,  —  subjective  modifications, 
—  which  the  mind  is  determined  to  exhibit,  as  an  apparently  objective  opposi- 
tion to  itself, — its  pure  and  real  subjective  modifications.  Yet,  while  he  gives 
up  the  external  existence  of  space,  as  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  he 
holds  the  reality  of  external  material  existences  (things  in  themselves),  which 
are  equally  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness.  It  was  incumbent  on  him  to 
render  a  reason  for  this  seeming  inconsistency,  and  to  explain  how  his  system 
was  not,  in  its  legitimate  conclusions,  an  universal  Idealism;  and  he  has 
accordingly  attempted  to  establish,  by  necessary  inference,  what  his  philosophy 
could  not  accept  as  an  immediate  fact  of  consciousness. 

In  the  second  edition  of  his  Kritik  der  Reinen  Vernunft,  he  has  accordingly 
given  what  he  calls  a  "strict,  and,  as  he  is  convinced,  the  only  possible,  demon- 
stration for  the  objective  reality  of  our  external  perceptions; "  and,  at  the  same 
time,  he  declares  that  it  would  be  the  eternal  scandal  of  Philosophy,  and  the 
general  reason  of  mankind,  if  we  were  compelled  to  yield  our  assent  to  the 
existence  of  an  external  world,  only  as  an  article  of  Faith,  and  were  unable  to 
oppose  a  satisfactory  refutation  to  any  skeptical  objections  that  might  be  sug- 
gested touching  their  reality  (Vorrede,  p.  xxxix).  The  demonstration  which 
is  thus  exclusively  and  confidently  proposed,  attempts  to  prove,  that  the  exist- 
ence of  an  external  world  is  involved  in  the  very  consciousness  of  self,  —  that 
without  a  Thou,  there  can  be  no  J,  and  that  the  Cogito  ergo  sum  is  not  more 
certain  than  the  Cogito  ergo  es. 


H.— PHYSIOLOGICAL.     (See  p.  183.) 
(a.)  Phrenology. 


Such  is  a  very  general  view  of  that  system  [the  Nervous]  and  its  relations, 
which  physiologists  and  philosophers  in  general  have  held  to  be  the  proximate 
organ  of  the  thinking  principle,  and  many  to  be  even  the  thinking  principle  itself 
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That  the  mind,  in  its  lower  energies  and  affections,  is  immediately  dependent 
on  the  conditions  of  the  nervous  system,  and  that,  in  general,  the  development 
of  the  brain  in  the  different  species  of  animals  is  correspondent  to  their  intelli- 
gence,— these  are  conclusions  established  upon  an  induction  too  extensive  and 
too  certain  to  admit  of  doubt  But  when  we  attempt  to  proceed  a  step  farther, 
and  to  connect  the  mind  or  its  faculties  with  particular  parts  of  the  nervous 
system,  we  find  ourselves  at  once  checked.  Observation  and  experiment  seem 
to  fail ;  they  afford  only  obscure  and  varying  reports ;  and  if,  in  this  uncer- 
tainty, we  hazard  a  conclusion,  this  is  only  a  theory  established  upon  some 
arbitrary  hypotheses,  in  which  fictions  stand  in  place  of  facts.  The  uncertainty 
of  such  conclusions  is  shown  by  the  unexampled  diversity  of  opinion  that  has 
always  reigned  among  those  who,  discontented  with  a  prudent  ignorance,  have 
attempted  to  explain  the  phenomena  of  mind  by  the  phenomena  of  organiza- 
tion. 

In  the  first  place,  some  (and  their  opinion  is  not,  certainly,  the  least  philo- 
sophical) hold  that,  in  relation  to  the  body,  the  soul  is  less  contained  than  con- 
v  taining,  —  that  it  is  all  in  the  whole,  and  all  in  every  part  This  is  the  com- 
mon doctrine  of  many  of  the  Fathers,  and  of  the  scholastic  Aristotelians.1 

In  the  second  place,  others  have  attempted  to  connect  the  conscious  princi- 
ple in  general  with  a  particular  part  of  the  organism,  but  by  very  different 
relations.  Some  place  it  there,  as  in  a  local  seat ;  others  make  it  dependent 
on  that  part,  as  on  its  organ ;  while  others  hold  that  the  mind  stands  in  a  more 
immediate  relation  to  this  part,  only  because  it  is  the  point  of  convergence 
where  all  the  bodily  sensations  meet.  I  shall  not  attempt  to  enumerate  the 
.  hundred  and  one  conjectures  in  regard  to  the  point  in  the  corporeal  organism, 
in  proximate  connection  with  the  mind.  It  would  occupy  more  than  our  hour 
to  give  you  even  a  summary  account  of  the  hypotheses  on  this  subject 

In  the  third  place,  no  opinion  has  been  more  generally  prevalent  than  that 
different  faculties  and  dispositions  of  the  mind  are  dependent  on  different  parts 
of  the  bodily  organism,  and  more  especially  on  different  parts  of  the  nervous 
system.  Under  this  head,  I  shall  state  to  you  one  or  two  of  the  more  famous 
opinions.  The  most  celebrated  doctrine  —  that  which  was  more  universally 
adopted,  and  for  a  longer  period,  than  any  other — was  that  which,  with  cer- 
tain modifications,  assigned  different  places  in  the  Encephalos  to  Memory, 
Imagination,  Sense,  and  the  Locomotive  Faculty,  —  Reason  or  Intelligence 
being  left  inorganic.  This  opinion  we  trace  upward,  through  the  Latin  and 
Arabian  schools,3  to  St  Austin,8  Nemesius,4  the  Greek  physician  Aetius,  and 
even  to  the  anatomists  Rufus  and  Posidonius.  Memory,  on  this  hypothesis, 
was  placed  in  the  substance  of  the  cerebellum,  or  in  the  subjacent  ventricle ; 
and  as  the  phrenologists  now  attempt  to  prove  that  the  seat  of  this  faculty  lies 
above  the  eyebrows,  by  the  alleged  fact  that,  when  a  man  wishes  to  stimulate 
his  recollection,  he  rubs  the  lower  part  of  his  forehead,  —  so,  of  old,  the  same 
conclusion  was  established  on  the  more  plausible  assertion,  that  a  man  in  such 

1  8ee  lect.  x»  p.  271.  —  Ed.  8  De  Generi  ad  Litnam,  1.  vii.  caps.  xvii. 

S  [See  Gaasendi,  Physica,  $  lii.  memb.  post,  xviii.  — Ed.    [See  Tcnncman.  t.  x.  p.  241.] 

].  viii.    Optray  t.  ii.  pp.  400, 401.     Averroea,  4  De  Naiura  Hominu,  a  xiii.  p.  204.  edit 

Dutntct.  Destruetiomun.  Jrist.  Opera,  t  x.  p.  Matthffii.  —  Ed.  * 
840.    Venice,  1680.] ' 
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circumstances  naturally  scratches  the  back  of  his  head.  The  one  indication  is 
at  least  as  good  as  the  other. 

Among  modern  physiologists,  Willis  was  the  first  who  attempted  a  new  attri- 
bution of  mental  functions  to  different  parts  of  the  nervous  system.  He  placed 
Perception  and  Sensation  in  the  corpus  callosum,  Imagination  and  Appetite  in 
the  corpora  striata,  Memory  in  the  cerebral  convolutions,  Involuntary  Motion 
in  the  cerebellum,  etc.;  and  to  Willis  is  to  be  traced  the  determination, so  con- 
spicuous among  subsequent  physiologists,  of  attributing  different  mental  uses  to 
different  parts  of  the  brain. 

It  would  be  bootless  to  state  to  you  the  many  various  and  contradictory  con- 
jectures in  regard  to  these  uses.  To  psychologists  they  are,  with  one  excep- 
tion, all  comparatively  uninteresting,  as,  were  they  even  ascertained  to  be 
something  better  than  conjectures,  still,  as  the  physical  condition  is  in  all  of 
them  occult,  it  could  not  be  applied  as  an  instrument  of  psychological  discov- 
ery. The  exception  which  I  make  is,  the  celebrated  doctrine  of  Gall.  If 
true,  that  doctrine  would  not  only  afford  us  a  new  instrument,  but  would  in  a 
great  measure  supersede  the  old.  In  fact,  the  psychology  of  consciousness,  and 
the  psychology  founded  on  Gall's  organology,  are  mere  foolishness  to  each 
other.  They  arrive  at  conclusions  the  most  contradictory ;  insomuch  that  the 
establishment  of  the  one  necessarily  supposes  the  subversion  of  the  other. 

In  these  circumstances,  no  one  interested  in  the  philosophy  of  man  can  be 
indifferent  to  an  inquiry  into  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  new  doctrine.  This 
doctrine  cannot  be  passed  over  with  contempt  It  is  maintained  not  only  by 
too  many,  but  by  too  able  advocates,  to  be  summarily  rejected.  That  its 
results  are  repugnant  to  those  previously  admitted,  is  but  a  sorry  reason  for 
not  inquiring  into  their  foundation.  This  doctrine  professes  to  have  discovered 
new  principles,  and  to  arrive  at  new  conclusions ;  and  the  truth  or  falsehood 
of  these  cannot,  therefore,  be  estimated  merely  by  their  conformity  or  discon- 
formity  with  those  old  results  which  the  new  professedly  refute.  To  do  so 
would  be  mere  prejudice,  —  a  mere  assumption  of  the  point  at  issue.  At  the 
same  time,  this  doctrine  professes  to  be  founded  on  sensible  facts.  Sensible 
facts  must  be  shown  to  be  false,  not  by  reasoning,  but  by  experiment ;  for,  as 
old  Fernelius  has  well  expressed  it,  —  "  Insipientis  arrogantise  est  argumenta- 
tionis  necessitatem  sensuum  testimonio  anteponere."  To  oppose  such  a  doc- 
trine in  such  a  manner  is  not  to  refute,  but  to  recommend ;  and  yet,  unfortu- 
nately, this  has  been  the  usual  mode  in  which  the  organology  of  Gall  and  his 
followers  has  been  assailed.  Such  an  opinion  must  be  taken  on  its  own  ground. 
We  must  join  issue  with  it  upon  the  facts  and  inferences  it  embraces.  If  the 
facts  are  true,  and  if  the  inferences  necessarily  follow,  the  opinion  must  be 
admitted ;  the  sooner,  therefore,  that  we  candidly  inquire  into  these  the  better, 
for  it  is  only  thus  that  we  shall  be  enabled  to  form  a  correct  estimate  of  the 
evidence  on  which  such  a  doctrine  rests. 

With  these  views  I  many  years  ago  undertook  an  investigation  of  the  funda- 
mental facts  on  which  the  phrenological  doctrine,  as  it  is  unfortunately  called, 
is  established.  By  a  fundamental  fact  I  mean  a  fact,  by  the  truth  of  which  the 
hypothesis  could  be  proved,  and,  consequently,  by  the  falsehood  of  which  it 
could  be  disproved.  Now,  what  are  such  facts  ?  The  one  condition  of  such  a 
fact  is,  that  it  should  be  general.     The  phrenological  theory  is,  that  there  is  a 
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correspondence  between  the  volume  of  certain  parts  of  the  brain,  and  the 
intensity  of  certain  qualities  of  mind  and  character;  —  the  former  they  call 
development,  the  latter  manifestation.  Now,  individual  cases  of  alleged  con- 
formity of  development  and  manifestation  could  prove  little  in  favor  of  the 
doctrine,  as  individual  cases  of  alleged  disconformity  could  prove  little  against 
it;  because,  1°,  The  phrenologists  had  no  standard  by  which  the  proportion  of 
cerebral  development  could  be  measured  by  themselves  or  their  opponents ; 
2°,  Because  the  mental  manifestation  was  vague  and  indeterminate ;  8°,  Be- 
cause they  had  introduced,  as  subsidiary  hypotheses,  the  occult  qualities  of 
temperament  and  activity,  so  that,  in  individual  cases,  any  given  head  could 
always  be  explained  in  harmony  with  any  given  character.  Individual  cases 
were  thus  ambiguous ;  they  were  worthless  either  to  establish  or  to  refute  the 
theory.  But  where  the  phrenologist  had  proclaimed  a  general  fact,  by  that 
fact  their  doctrine  could  be  tried.  For  example,  when  they  asserted  as  the 
most  illustrious  discovery  of  Gall,  and  as  the  surest  inference  of  their  doctrine, 
that  the  cerebellum  is  the  organ  of  the  sexual  appetite,  and  established  this 
inference  as  the  basis  of  certain  general  facts  which,  as  common  to  the  whole 
animal  kingdom,  could  easily  be  made  matter  of  precise  experiment;  —  by 
these  facts  the  truth  of  their  doctrine  could  be  brought  to  the  test,  and  this  on 
ground  the  most  favorable  for  them.  For  the  general  probability  of  their  doc- 
trine was  thus  estimated  by  the  truth  of  its  best-established  element  But,  on* 
the  other  hand,  if  such  general  facts  were  found  false,  their  disproval  afforded 
the  most  satisfactory  refutation  of  the  whole  system.  For  the  phrenologists 
themselves  readily  admit,  that  their  theory  is  exploded,  if  their  doctrine  of  the 
function  of  the  cerebellum  is  disproved.  Because,  therefore,  an  examination 
of  the  general  facts  of  Phrenology  was  at  once  decisive  and  comparatively 
easy,  I  determined,  on  this  ground,  to  try  the  truth  of  the  opinion.  I  shall 
state  to  you  very  generally  a  few  results  of  the  investigation,  of  which  I  may, 
without  boasting,  affirm  that  no  inquiry  of  the  kind  was  ever  conducted  with 
greater  care  or  more  scrupulous  accuracy. 

I  shall  commence  with  the  phrenological  doctrine  of  the  cerebellum,  on 
which  you  will  see  the  propriety  of  dwelling  as  briefly  as  I  can.  I  may  men- 
tion that  the  extent  of  my  experiments  on  this  organ  is  wholly  unconnected 
with  Phrenology.  My  attention  was,  indeed,  originally  turned  to  the  relation 
of  the  after-brain  to  the  other  parts  of  the  nervous  system,  when  testing  the 
accuracy  of  the  phrenological  doctrine  on  this  point ;  but  that  end  was  very 
soon  accomplished,  and  it  was  certain  discoveries  which  I  made  in  regard  to 
the  laws  of  development  and  the  function  of  this  organ,  and  the  desire  of 
establishing  these  by  an  induction  from  as  many  of  the  species  as  possible  of 
the  animal  kingdom,  that  led  me  into  a  more  extensive  inquiry  than  has  hith- 
erto been  instituted  by  any  professional  physiologist  When  I  publish  its 
results,  they  will  disprove  a  hundred  times  over  all  the  phrenological  assertions 
in  regard  to  the  cerebellum ;  but  this  will  be  only  an  accidentil  circumstance, 
and  of  comparatively  little  importance.  I  may  add,  that  my  tables  extend  to 
above  one  thousand  brains  of  above  fifty  species  of  animals,  accurately  weighed 
by  a  delicate  balance ;  and  you  will  remark  that  the  phrenologists  have  not  a 
single  observation  of  any  accuracy  to  which  they  can  appeal.  The"  only  evi- 
dence in  the  shape  of  precise  experiment  on  which  they  can  found,  is  a  table 
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of  Serres,  who  is  no  phrenologist,  affording  the  general  averages  of  certain 
weighings,  said  to  have  been  made  by  him,  of  the  brain  and  cerebellum,  in  the 
human  subject  I  shall  prove  that  table  an  imaginary  fabrication  in  support 
of  a  now  exploded  hypothesis  of  the  author. 

The  alleged  facts  on  which  Gall  and  his  followers  establish  their  conclusion 
in  regard  to  the  function  of  the  cerebellum,  are  the  following : 

The  first  is,  that  in  all  animals,  females  have  this  organ,  on  an  average, 
greatly  smaller,  in  proportion  to  the  brain  proper,  than  males.  Now,  so  far  is 
this  assertion  from  being  correct,  it  is  the  very  reverse  of  truth ;  and  I  have 
ascertained,  by  an  immense  induction,  that  in  no  species  of  animal  has  the 
female  a  proportionally  smaller  cerebellum  than  the  male,  but  that  in  most 
species,  and  this  according  to  a  certain  law,  she  has  a  considerably  larger.  In 
no  animal  is  this  difference  more  determinate  than  in  man.  Women  have  on 
an  average  a  cerebellum  to  the  brain  proper,  as  1:7;  men  as  1 : 8.  This  is 
a  general  fact  which  I  have  completely  established.1 

The  second  alleged  fact  is,  that  in  impuberal  animals  the  cerebellum  is  in 
proportion  to  the  brain  proper  greatly  less  than  in  adults.  This  is  equally 
erroneous.  In  all  animals,  long  previous  to  puberty,  has  the  cerebellum  at- 
tained its  maximum  proportion.  And  here  also  I  am  indebted  to  the  phrenol- 
ogists for  having  led  me  to  make  the  discovery  of  another  curious  law,  and  to 
establish  the  real  function  of  the  cerebellum.  Physiologists  have  hitherto  be- 
lieved that  the  cerebella  of  all  animals,  indifferently,  were,  for  a  certain  period 
subsequent  to  birth,  greatly  less,  in  proportion  to  the  brain  proper,  than  in 
adults ;  and  have  taken  no  note  of  the  differences  in  this  respect  between  dif- 
ferent classes.  Thus,  completely  wrong  in  regard  to  the  fact,  they  have  neces- 
sarily overlooked  the  law  by  which  it  is  governed.  In  those  animals  that  have 
from  the  first  the  full  power  of  voluntary  motion,  and  which  depend  immedi- 
ately on  their  own  exertions,  and  on  their  own  power  of  assimilation  for  nutri- 
ment, the  proportion  of  the  cerebellum  is  as  large,  nay,  larger,  than  in  the 
adult  In  the  chieken  of  the  common  fowl,  pheasant,  partridge,  etc.,  this  is  the 
case ;  and  most  remarkably  after  the  first  week  or  ten  days,  when  the  yolk 
(corresponding  in  a  certain  sort  to  the  milk  in  quadrupeds)  has  been  ab- 
sorbed. In  the  calf,  kid,  lamb,  and  probably  in  the  colt,  the  proportion  of  the 
cerebellum  at  birth  is  very  little  less  than  in  the  adult  In  those  birds  that 
do  not  possess  at  once  the  full  power  of  voluntary  motion,  but  which  are  in  a 
rapid  state  of  growth,  the  cerebellum,  within  a  few  days  at  least  after  being 
hatched,  and  by  the  time  the  yolk  is  absorbed,  is  not  less  or  larger  than  in  the 
adult ;  the  pigeon,  sparrow,  etc.,  etc.,  are  examples.  In  the  young  of  those 
quadrupeds  that  for  some  time  wholly  depend  for  support  on  the  milk  of  the 
mother,  as  on  half-assimilated  food,  and  which  have  at  first  feeble  powers  of 
regulated  motion,  the  proportion  of  the  cerebellum  to  the  brain  proper  is  at 
birth  very  small ;  but,  by  the  end  of  the  full  period  of  lactation,  it  has  with 
them  as  with  other  animals  (nor  is  man  properly  an  exception),  reached  the 
full  proportion  of  the  adult  This,  for  example,  is  seen  in  the  young  rabbit, 
kitten,  whelp,  etc. ;  in  them  the  cerebellum  is  to  the  brain  proper  at  birth 
about  as  1  to  14 ;  at  six  and  eight  weeks  old,  about  as  1  to  6.    Pigs,  etc,  as 

1  See  below  (6)  On  Weight  of  Brain,  p.  666.  —  Sd. 
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possessing  immediately  the  power  of  regulated  motion,  bat  wholly  dependent 
on  the  milk  of  the  mother  daring  at  least  the  first  month  after  birth,  exhibit  a 
medium  between  the  two  classes.  At  birth  the  proportion  is  in  them  as  1  to 
9r  in  the  adult  as  1  to  6.  This  analogy,  at  which  I  now  only  hint,  has  never 
been  suspected;  it  points  at  the  new  and  important  conclusion  (corroborated 
by  many  other  facts),  that  the  cerebellum  is  the  intracranial  organ  of  the  nu- 
tritive faculty,  that  term  being  taken  in  its  broadest  signification ;  and  it  con- 
firms also  an  old  opinion,  recently  revived,  that  it  is  the  condition  of  voluntary 
or  systematic  motion.1 

The  third  alleged  fact  is,  that  the  proportion  of  the  cerebellum  to  the  brain 
proper  in  different  species,  is  in  proportion  to  the  energy  of  the  phrenological 
function  attributed  to  it  This  assertion  is  groundless  as  the  others.  There 
are  many  other  fictions  in  regard  to  this  organ ;  but  these,  I  think,  are  a  suf- 
ficient specimen  of  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  in  regard  to  the  function  of  the, 
cerebellum ;  and  the  cerebellum,  you  will  recollect,  is  the  citadel  of  Phrenology. 

I  shall,  however,  give  you  the  sample  of  another  general  fact.  The  organ  of 
Veneration  rises  in  the  middle  on  the  coronal  surface  of  the  head.  Women,  it 
is  universally  admitted,  manifest  religious  feeling  more  strongly  and  generally 
than  men ;  and  the  phrenologists  accordingly  assert,  that  the  female  cranium  is 
higher  in  proportion  in  that  region  than  the  male.  This  I  found  to  be  the  very 
reverse  of  truth,  by  a  comparative  average  of  nearly  two  hundred  skulls  of 
either  sex.  In  man,  the  female  encephalos  is  considerably  smaller  than  that  of 
the  male,  and  in  shape  the  crania  of  the  sexes  are  different  By  what  dimen- 
sion is  the  female  skull  less  than  the  male  ?  The  female  skull  is  longer,  it  is 
nearly  as  broad,  but  it  is  much  lower  than  the  male.  This  is  only  one  of  sev- 
eral curious  sexual  differences  of  the  head. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  be  worth  while  mentioning,  that,  by  a  comparison 
of  all  the  crania  of  murderers  preserved  in  the  Anatomical  Museum  of  this 
University,  with  about  nearly  two  hundred  ordinary  skulls  indifferently  taken, 
I  found  that  these  criminals  exhibited  a  development  of  the  phrenological  or- 
gans of  Destractiveness  and  other  evil  propensities  smaller,  and  a  development 
of  the  higher  moral  and  intellectual  qualities  larger,  than  the  average.  Nay, 
more,  the  same  result  was  obtained  when  the  murderers'  skulls  were  compared, 
not  merely  with  a  common  average,  but  with  the  individual  crania  of  Robert 
Bruce,  George  Buchanan,  and  Dr.  David  Gregory. 

I  omit  all  notice  of  many  other  decisive  facts  subversive  of  the  hypothesis  in 
question ;  but  I  cannot  leave  the  subject  without  alluding  to  one  which  dis- 
proves, at  one  blow,  a  multitude  of  organs,  affords  a  significant  example  of  their 
accuracy  of  statement,  and  shows  how  easily  manifestation  can,  by  the  phrenol- 
ogists, be  accommodated  to  any  development,  real  or  supposed.  I  refer  to  the 
Frontal  Sinuses.  These  are  cavities  between  the  tables  of  the  frontal  bone,  in 
consequence  of  a  divergence  from  each  other.  They  are  found  in  all  puberal 
crania,  and  are  of  variable  and  [from  without]  wholly  inappreciable  extent  and 
depth.  Where  they  exist,  they  of  course  interpose  an  insuperable  bar  to  any 
estimate  of  the  cerebral  development ;  and  their  extent  being  undiscoverable. 
they  completely  baffle  all  certain  observation.    Now,  the  phrenologists  have. 

1  From  a  communication  by  the  Author,  printed  in  Dr.  Munro's  Anatomy  of  the  Brain,  pp. 
6»  7.    See  below  (b)  On  W$ight  of  Brain:  —  Ed. 
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fortunately  or  unfortunately,  concentrated  the  whole  of  their  very  smallest  or- 
gans over  the  region  of  the  sinus ;  which  thus,  independently  of  other  imped- 
iments, renders  all  phrenological  observation  more  or  less  uncertain  in  regard 
to  sixteen  of  their  organs.  Of  these  cavities  the  anatomists  in  general  seem  to 
have  known  not  much,  and  the  phrenologists  absolutely  nothing.  At  least,  the 
former  are  wrong  in  many  of  their  positions,  the  latter  wrong  in  all.  I  shall 
give  you  a  sample  of  the  knowledge  and  consistency  of  the  phrenologists  on 
this  point. 

Gall  first  of  all  answered  the  objection  of  the  sinus  by  asserting,  that  even 
when  it  existed,  the  plates  of  the  frontal  bone  were  still  parallel.  The  truth  is, 
that  the  cavity  is  only  formed  by  their  divergence  from  parallelism,  and  thus  it 
is  now  described  by  the  phrenologists  themselves.  In  his  latest  works,  Gall 
asserted  that  the  sinus  is  frequently  absent  in  men,  and  seldom  or  never  found 
in  women.  But  Spurzheim  carried  the  negation  to  its  highest  climax,  for  he 
avers  (I  quote  his  words),  "  that  children  and  young  adult  persons  have  no 
holes  between  the  two  tables  of  the  skull  at  the  forehead,  and  that  they  occur 
only  in  old  persons,  or  after  chronic  insanity."  He  did  not  always,  indeed,  as- 
sert as  much,  and  in  some  of  his  works  he  allows  that  they  throw  some  uncer- 
tainty over  the  organs  of  Individuality  and  Size,  but  not  much  over  that  of 
Locality. 

Now  the  fact  is,  as  I  have  established  by  an  inspection  of  several  hundred 
crania,  that  no  skull  is  without  a  sinus.  This  is.  indeed,  the  common  doctrine 
of  the  anatomists.  But  I  have  also  proved  that  the  vulgar  doctrine  of  their 
increasing  in  extent  in  proportion  as  the  subject  advances  in  life,  is  wholly 
erroneous.  The  smallest  sinus  I  ever  saw  was  in  the  cranium  of  a  woman  of  a 
hundred  years  of  age. 

The  two  facts — the  fact  of  the  universal  existence  of  the  sinus,  and  its  great 
and  various  and  inappreciable  extent,  and  the  fact  of  the  ignorance  of  the 
phrenologists  in  regard  <o  every  circumstance  connected  with  it  —  these  two 
facts  prove  that  these  observers  have  been  going  on  finding  always  manifesta- 
tion and  development  in  exact  conformity ;  when,  lo !  it  turns  out,  that  in 
nearly  half  their  organs,  the  protuberance  or  depression  apparent  on  the  ex- 
ternal bone  has  no  connection  with  any  correspondent  protuberance  or  de- 
pression in  the  brain.  Now,  what  does  this  evince  ?  Not  merely  that  they 
were  wrong  in  regard  to  these  particular  observations  and  the  particular  organs 
established  upon  the  mistake.  Of  course,  the  whole  organs  lying  over  the 
sinuses  are  swept  away.  But  this  is  not  all ;  for  the  theory  supposes,  as  its 
condition,  that  the  amount  of  the  two  qualities  of  mental  manifestation  and 
cerebral  development  can  be  first  accurately  measured  apart,  and  then  com- 
pared together,  and  found  to  be  either  conformable  or  disconformable ;  and  the 
doctrine,  assuming  this  possibility,  proves  its  truth  only  by  showing  that  the 
two  qualities  thus  severally  estimated,  are,  in  all  cases,  in  proportion  to  each 
other.  Now,  if  the  possibility  thus  assumed  by  Phrenology  were  true,  it  would  at 
once  have  discovered  that  the  apparent  amount  of  development  over  the  sinus 
was  not  in  harmony  with  the  mental  manifestation.  But  this  it  never  did ;  it 
always  found  the  apparent  or  cranial  development  over  the  sinus  conformable 
to  the  mental  manifestation,  though  this  bony  development  bore  no  more  a  pro- 
portion to  the  cerebral  brain,  than  if  it  had  been  looked  for  on  the  great  toe ; 
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and  thus  it  is  at  once  evident,  that  manifestation  and  development  in  general 
are,  in  their  hands,  such  factitious,  such  arbitrary  quantities,  that  they  can 
always,  under  any  circumstances,  be  easily  brought  into  unison.  Phrenology 
is  thus  shown  to  be  a  mere  leaden  rule,  which  bends  to  whatever  it  is  applied ; 
and,  therefore,  all  phrenological  observation  is  poisoned,  in  regard  even  to 
those  organs  where  a  similar  obstacle  did  not  prevent  the  discovery  of  the  cere- 
bral development  Suppose  a  mathematician  to  propose  a  new  method  for  the 
solution  of  algebraical  equations.  If  we  applied  it  and  found  it  gave  a  false 
result,  would  the  inventor  be  listened  to  if  he  said,  — "  True,  my  method  is 
wrong  in  these  cases  in  which  it  has  been  tried,  but  it  is  not,  therefore,  proved 
false  in  those  in  which  it  has  not  been  put  to  the  test  ?  "  Now,  this  is  precisely 
the  plea  I  have  heard  from  the  phrenologists  in  relation  to  the  sinus.  "  Well ! " 
they  say,  "  we  admit  that  Gall  and  Spurzheim  have  been  all  wrong  about  the 
sinus,  and  we  give  up  the  organs  above  the  eyes ;  but  our  system  is  untouched 
in  the  others  which  are  situate  beyond  the  reach  of  that  obnoxious  cavity." 
To  such  reasoning  there  was  no  answer. 

I  should  have  noticed,  that,  even  supposing  there  had  been  no  intervening 
caverns  in  the  forehead,  the  small  organs  arranged,  like  peas  in  a  pod,  along 
the  eyebrows  could  not  have  severally  manifested  any  difference  of  develop- 
ment If  we  suppose  (what  I  make  bold  to  say  was  never  yet  observed  in  the 
brain)  that  a  portion  of  it  so  small  in  extent  as  any  one  of  the  six  phrenological 
organs  of  Form,  Size,  Weight,  Color,  Order,  and  Number,  which  lie  side  by  side 
upon  the  eyebrows,  was  ever  prominent  beyond  the  surrounding  surface,  —  I 
say,  supposing  the  protuberance  of  so  small  a  spot  upon  the  cerebral  convolu- 
tions, it  could  never  determine  a  corresponding  eminence  on  the  external  table 
of  the  skull.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  such  a  protrusion  of  brain  upon  the 
cranium  ?  It  would  only  make  room  for  itself  in  the  thickness  of  the  bone 
which  it  would  attenuate.  This  is  shown  by  two  examples.  The  first  is  taken 
from  the  convolutions  themselves.  I  should,  however,  state,  that  convolution, 
and  anfractuosity  or  furrow,  are  correlative  terms,  like  hill  and  valley,  —  the 
former  (convolutions)  being  applied  to  the  windings  of  the  cerebral  surface 
as  rising  up,  —  the  latter  (anfractuosity,  or  furrow)  being  applied  to  them  as 
sinking  in.  Convolutions  are  the  winding  eminences  between  the  furrows; 
anfractuosities  the  winding  depressions  between  the  convolutions.  This  being 
understood,  we  find,  on  looking  to  the  internal  surface  of  the  cranium,  that 
the  convolutions  attenuate  the  bone,  which  is  sometimes  quite  transparent — 
diaphanous — over  them,  whereas  it  remains  quite  thick  over  the  anfractuosities; 
but  they  cause  no  inequality  on  the  outer  surface.  Yet  the  convolutions,  which 
thus  make  room  for  themselves  in  the  bone  without  elevating  it  externally,  are 
often  broader,  and  of  course  always  longer,  than  the  little  organs  which  the 
phrenologists  have  placed  along  the  eyebrows.  A  fortiori,  therefore,  we  must 
suppose  that  an  organ  like  Size,  or  Weight,  or  Color,  if  it  did  not  project 
beyond  the  surrounding  brain,  would  only  render  the  superincumbent  bone 
thinner,  without  causing  it  to  rise,  unless  we  admit  that  nature  complaisantly 
changes  her  laws  in  accommodation  to  the  new  doctrine. 

But  we  have  another  parallel  instance  still  more  precisely  in  point  In 
many  heads  there  are  certain  rounded  eminences  (called  Glandulce  Pacchioni), 
on  the  coronal  surface  of  the  brain,  which  nearly  correspond  in  size  with  the 
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-little  organs  in  question.  Now,  if  the  phrenological  supposition  were  correct, 
that  an  elevation  on  the  brain,  of  so  limited  an  extent,  would  cause  an  eleva- 
tion on  the  external  table  of  the  bone,  —  these  eminences  would  do  so  far 
more  certainly  than  any  similar  projection  over  the  eyebrows.  For  the  frontal 
bone  in  the  frontal  region  is  under  the  continual  action  of  muscles,  and  this 
action  would  tend  powerfully  to  prevent  any  partial  elevation ;  whereas,  on 
the  upper  part  of  the  head,  the  bone  is  almost  wholly  exempt  from  such  an 
agency.  But  do  the  glands,  as  they  are  called,  of  Pacchioni  (though  they  are 
no  glands), — do  they  determine  an  elevation  on  the  external  surface  of 
the  skull  corresponding  to  the  elevation  they  form  on  the  cerebral  surface  ? 
Not  in  the  very  least;  the  cranium  is  there  outwardly  quite  equable  —  level — 
uniform — though  probably  attenuated  to  the  thinness  of  paper  to  accommo- 
date the  internal  rising. 

The  other  facts  which  I  have  stated  as  subversive  of  what  the  phrenologists 
regard  as  the  best-established  constituents  of  their  system,  — I  could  only  state 
to  you  on  my  own  authority.  But  they  are  founded  on  observations  made  with 
the  greatest  accuracy,  and  on  phenomena,  which  every  one  is  capable  of  veri- 
fying. If  the  general  facts  I  gave  you  in  regard  to  the  cerebellum,  etc.,  are 
false,  then  am  I  a  deliberate  deceiver ;  for  these  are  of  such  a  nature  that  no 
one  with  the  ordinary  discourse  of  reason  could  commit  an  error  in  regard  to 
them,  if  he  actually  made  the  observations.  The  maxim,  however,  which  I 
have  myself  always  followed,  and  which  I  would  earnestly  impress  upon  you, 
is  to  take  nothing  upon  trust  that  can  possibly  admit  of  doubt,  and  which  yon 
are  able  to  verify  for  yourselves ;  and  had  I  not  been  obliged  to  hurry  on  to 
more  important  subjects,  I  might  have  been  tempted  to  show  you  by  experi- 
ment what  I  have  now  been  compelled  to  state  to  you  upon  authority  alone.1 

I  am  here  reminded  of  a  fact,  of  which  I  believe  none  of  our  present  phre- 
nologists are  aware,  —  at  least  all  their  books  confidently  assert  the  very  reverse. 
It  is  this,  —  that  the  new  system  is  the  result,  not  of  experience  but  of  conjec- 
ture,—  and  that  Gall,  instead  of  deducing  the  faculties  from  the  organs,  and 
generalizing  both  from  particular  observations,  first  of  all  cogitated  a  faculty  a 
priori,  and  then  looked  about  for  an  organ  with  which  to  connect  it.  In  short, 
Phrenology  was  not  discovered,  but  invented. 

You  must  know,  then,  that  there  are  two  faculties,  or  rather  two  modifica- 
tions of  various  faculties,  which  cut  a  conspicuous  figure  in  the  psychologies  of 
Wolf  and  other  philosophers  of  the  Empire ;  —  these  are  called  in  German 
Tiefsinn  and  Scharfainn,  —  literally  deep  sense  and  sharp  sense,  but  are  now 
known  in  English  phrenological  language  by  the  terms  Causality  and  Compari- 
son. Now  what  I  wish  you  to  observe  is,  that  Gall  found  these  two  clumsy 
modifications  of  mind,  ready  shaped  out  in  the  previous  theories  of  philosophy 
prevalent  in  his  own  country,  and  then  in  the  language  itself.  Now,  this  being 
understood,  you  must  also  know  that,  in  1 798,  Gall  published  a  letter  to  Retzer, 
of  Vienna,  wherein  he,  for  the  fh-st  time,  promulgates  the  nature  of  his  doc- 
trine, and  we  here  catch  him  —  reum  confitentem — in  the  very  act  of  conjec- 
turing. In  this  letter  he  says :  '*  I  am  not  yet  so  far  advanced  in  my  researches 
as  to  have  discovered  special  organs  for  Scharfsinn  and  Tiefsinn  (Comparison 

1  See  below  (d)  On  Frontal  Smtu$  p.  662.  —  Bd. 
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and  Causality),  for  the  principle  of  the  Representative  Faculty  (  Vorstettungs- 
vermOgen, —  another  faculty  in  German  philosophy),  and  for  the  different 
.  varieties  of  judgment,  etc."    In  this  sentence  we  see  exhibited  the  real  source 
and  veritable  derivation  of  the  system. 

In  the  Darstellung  of  Froriep,  a  favorite  pupil  of  Gall,  under  whose  eye  the 
work  was  published  in  the  year  1800,  twenty-two  organs  are  given,  of  which 
the  greater  proportion  are  now  either  translated  to  new  localities,  or  altogether 
thrown  out  We  find  also  that  the  sought-for  organs  had,  in  the  interval,  been 
found  for  Scharfsinn  (Comparison),  and  Tiefsinn  (Causality) ;  and  what  fur- 
ther exhibits  the  hypothetical  genealogy  of  the  doctrine,  is,  that  a  great  number 
of  organs  are  assumed,  which  lie  wholly  beyond  the  possible  sphere  of  observa- 
tion, at  the  base  and  towards  the  centre  of  the  brain ;  as  those  of  the  External 
Senses,  those  of  Desire,  Jealousy,  Envy,  love  of  Power,  love  of  Pleasure,  love 
of  Life,  etc. 

An  organ  of  Sensibility  is  placed  above  that  of  Amativeness,  between  and 
below  two  organs  of  Philoprogenitiveness,  —  an  organ  of  Liberality  (its  defi- 
ciency standing  instead  of  an  organ  of  Avarice  or  Acquisitiveness),  is  situated 
above  the  eyebrows,  in  the  position  now  occupied  by  that  of  Time.  An  organ 
of  Imagination  is  intimately  connected  with  that  of  Theosophy  or  Veneration, 
towards  the  vertex  of  the  head ;  and  Veracity  is  problematically  established 
above  an  organ  of  Parental  Love.  An  organ  of  Vitality  is  hot  to  be  forgotten, 
situated  in  the  medulla  oblongata,  the  development  of  which  is  measured  by  the 
size  of  the  foramen  magnum  and  the  thickness  of  the  neck.  These  faculties 
and  organs  are  all  now  cashiered ;  and  who  does  not  perceive  that,  like  those 
of  Causality  and  Comparison,  which  are  still  suffered  to  remain,  they  were  first 
devised,  and  then  quartered  on  some  department  of  the  brain  ? 

We  thus  see  that,  in  the  first  edition  of  the  craniological  hypothesis,  there 
were  several  tiers  or  stories  of  organs, — some  at  the  base,  some  about  the 
centre,  and  others  on  the  surface  of  the  brain.  Gall  went  to  lecture  through 
Germany,  and  among  other  places  he  lectured  at  Gdttingen.  Here  an  objec- 
tion was  stated  to  his  system  by  the  learned  Meniere.  Gall  measured  the 
development  of  an  external  organ  by  its  prominence.  u  How,"  said  Meiners, 
"  do  you  know  that  this  prominence  of  the  outer  organ  indicates  its  real  size  ? 
May  it  not  merely  be  pressed  out,  though  itself  of  inferior  volume,  by  the  large 
development  of  a  subjacent  organ  ? "  This  objection  it  was  easily  seen  was 
checkmate.  A  new  game  must  be  commenced,  the  pieces  arranged  again. 
Accordingly,  all  the  organs  at  the  base  and  about  the  centre  of  the  brain  were 
withdrawn,  and  the  whole  organs  were  made  to  run  very  conveniently  upwards 
and  outwards  from  the  lower  part  of  the  brain  to  its  outer  periphery. 

It  would  be  tiresome  to  follow  the  history  of  phrenological  variation  through 
the  works  of  Leune  and  Villars  to  those  of  Biscboff  and  Blode,  —  which  last 
represent  the  doctrine  as  it  flourished  in  1805.  In  these,  the  whole  comple- 
ment of  organs  which  Gall  ever  admitted  is  detailed,  with  the  exception  of 
Ideality.  But  their  position  was  still  vacillating.  For  example,  in  Froriep, 
Bischoff  and  Blode,  the  organ  of  Destructiveness  is  exhibited  as  lying  princi- 
pally on  the  parietal  bone,  above  and  a  little  anterior  to  the  organ  of  Com- 
bativeness ;  while  the  region  of  the  temporal  bone,  above  and  before  the  open- 
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ing  of  the  ear,  in  other  words,  its  present  situation,  is  marked  at  terra  adkue 
incognita. 

No  circumstance,  however,  is  more  remarkable  than  the  successive  changes 
of  shape  in  the  organs.  Nothing  can  be  more  opposite  than  the  present  form 
of  these  as  compared  with  those  which  the  great  work  of  Gall  exhibits.  In 
Gall's  plates  they  are  round  or  oval ;  in  the  modern  casts  and  plates  they  are 
of  every  variety  of  angular  configuration ;  and  I  have  been  told  that  almost 
every  new  edition  of  these  varies  from  the  preceding.  We  may,  therefore, 
well  apply  to  the  phrenologist  and  his  organology  the  line  of  Horace  * — 

"  Dlntit,  ediflcat,  mutst  quadrats  rotundta, " 

with  this  modification,  that  we  must  read  in  the  latter  part,  mutat  rotunda 
quadratic. 

So  much  for  Phrenology,  —  for  the  doctrine  which  would  substitute  the  caV» 
lipers  for  consciousness  in  the  philosophy  of  man ;  and  the  result  of  my  obser* 
vation  —  the  result  at  which  I  would  wish  you  also  to  arrive  —  I  cannot  bettei 
express  than  in  the  language  of  the  Roman  poet* — 

"Hitcrfae  ne  qocre  modnm,  aed  penpioe  Tint 
Qum  ratio,  non  pondua  habet " 

In  what  I  have  •  said  in  opposition  to  the  phrenological  doctrine,  I  should, 
however,  regret  if  it  could  be  ever  supposed  that  I  entertain  any  feelings  of 
disrespect  for  those  who  are  converted  to  this  opinion.  On  the  contrary,  I  am 
prompt  to  acknowledge  that  the  sect  comprises  a  large  proportion  of  individu- 
als of  great  talent ;  and  I  am  happy  to  count  among  these  some  of  my  most 
valued  and  respected  friends.  To  the  question,  how  comes  it  that  so  many 
able  individuals  can  be  believers  in  a  groundless  opinion  ?  —  I  answer,  that  the 
opinion  is  not  wholly  groundless ;  it  contains  much  of 'truth,  —  of  old  truth  it 
must  be  allowed ;  but  it  is  assuredly  no  disparagement  to  any  one  that  he 
should  not  refuse  to  admit  facts  so  strenuously  asserted,  and  Which,  if  true,  so 
necessarily  infer  the  whole  conclusions  of  the  system.  But  as  to  the  mere 
circumstance  of  numbers,  that  is  of  comparatively  little  weight,  —  argumentum 
pcssimi  turbo,  —  and  the  phrenological  doctrines  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they 
are  secure  of  finding  ready  converts  among  the  many.  There  have  been  also, 
and  there  are  now,  opinions  far  more  universally  prevalent  than  the  one  in 
question,  which  nevertheless  we  do  not  consider  on  that  account  to  be  unde- 
niable. 


(6.)  Ah  Account  of  Experiments  on  the  Weight  and  Relative  Proportions 
of  the  Brain,  Cerebellum,  and  Tubes  Annulare  m  Man  and  Animals, 
under  the  various  circumstances  of  Age,  Sex,  Country,  etc 

(Published  in  Dr.  Monro's  Anatomy  of  the  Brain,  p.  4 — 8. 
Edinburgh,  1831.— Ed.) 

The  following,  among  other  conclusions,  are  founded  on  an  induction  drawn 
from  above  sixty  human  brains,  from  nearly  three  hundred  human  skulls,  of 

1  tyist.  L.  L  ep.  i.  100.  -  Ed.  2  ManJlius,  It.  «».  -  £d. 
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determined  sex,  —  the  capacity  of  which,  by  a  method  I  devised,  was  taken  in 
sand,  and  the  original  weight  of  the  brain  thus  recovered,  —  and  from  more 
than  seven  hundred  brains  of  different  animals. 

1.  In  man,  the  adult  male  Encephalos  is  heavier  than  the  female ;  the  former 
nearly  averaging,  in  the  Scot's  head,  3  lb.  8  oz.  troy,  the  latter,  3  lb.  4  oz. ;  the 
difference,  4  oz.  In  males  of  this  country,  about  one  brain  in  seven  is  found 
above  4  lb.  troy ;  in  females,  hardly  one  in  one  hundred. 

2.  In  man,  the  Encephalos  reaches  its  full  size  about  seven  years  of  age. 
This  was  never  before  proved.  It  is  commonly  believed  that  the  brain  and 
the  body  attain  their  full  development  together.  The  Wenzels  rashly  general- 
ized from  two  cases  the  conclusion,  that  the  brain  reaches  its  full  size  about 
seven  years  of  age ;  as  Soemmering  had,  in  like  manner,  on  a  single  case,  erro- 
neously assumed  that  it  attains  its  last  growth  by  three.  Gall  and  Spurzheim, 
on  the  other  hand,  assert  that  the  increase  of  the  encephalos  is  only  terminated 
about  forty.  The  result  of  my  induction  is  deduced  from  an  average  of  thirty- 
six  brains  and  skulls  of  children,  compared  with  an  average  of  several  hun- 
dred brains  and  skulls  of  adults.  It  is  perhaps  superfluous  to  observe,  that  H 
is  the  greater  development  of  the  bones,  muscles,  and  hair,  which  renders  the 
adult  head  considerably  larger  than  that  of  the  child  of  seven. 

8.  It  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  the  cranial  contents  usually  diminish  in 
old  age.  The  vulgar  opinion  that  they  do,  rests  on  no  adequate  evidence,  and 
my  induction  would  rather  prove  the  negative. 

4.  The  common  doctrine,  that  the  African  brain,  and  in  particular  that  of 
the  Negro,  is  greatly  smaller  than  the  European,  is  false.  By  a  comparison  of 
the  capacity  of  two  Caffre  skulls,  male  and  female,  and  of  thirteen  negro 
crania  (six  male,  five  female,  and  two  of  doubtful  sex),  the  encephalos  of  the 
African  was  found  not  inferior  to  the  average  size  of  the  European. 

5.  In  man,  the  Cerebellum,  in  relation  to  the  brain  proper,  comes  to  its  full 
proportion  about  three  years.  This  anti-phrenological  fact  is  proved  by  a  great 
induction. 

6.  It  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  the  Cerobellum  usually  diminishes  in 
old  age ;  probably  only  in  cases  of  atrophia  senilis. 

7.  The  female  Cerebellum  is,  in  general,  considerably  larger  in  proportion 
to  the  brain  proper,  than  the  male.  In  the  human  subject  (the  tuber  ex- 
cluded), the  former  is  nearly  as  1  to  7.6 ;  the  latter  nearly  as  1  to  8.4 ;  and 
this  sexual  difference  appears  to  be  more  determinate  in  man  than  in  most 
other  animals.  Almost  the  whole  difference  of  weight  between  the  male  and 
female  encephali  lies  in  the  brain  proper ;  the  cerebclla  of  the  two  sexes,  abso- 
lutely, are  nearly  equal,— the  preponderance  rather  in  favor  of  the  women. 
This  observation  is  new ;  and  the  truth  of  the  phrenological  hypothesis  implies 
the  reverse.  It  confirms  the  theory  of  the  function  of  the  cerebellum  noticed 
in  the  following  paragraph. 

8.  The  proportion  of  the  Cerebellum  to  the  Brain  proper  at  birth,  varies 
greatly  in  different  animals.1 

9.  Castration  has  no  effect  in  diminishing  the  cerebellum,  either  absolutely 

l  For  the  remainder  of  this  section,  see  Above,  Appendix  II.  (a)  p.  652,  «•  Physiologists," 
etc.,  to  p  668,  "  motion."— Ed. 
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or  in  relation  to  the  brain  proper.8  The  opposite  doctrine  is  an  idle  fancy : 
though  asserted  by  the  phrenologists  as  their  most  incontrovertible  fact 
Proved  by  a  large  induction. 

10.  The  universal  opinion  Is  false,  that  man,  of  all  or  almost  all  animals,  has 
the  smallest  cerebellum  in  proportion  to  the  brain  proper.  Many  of  the  com- 
monest quadrupeds  and  birds  have  a  cerebellum,  in  this  relation,  proportionally 
smaller  than  man. 

11.  What  has  not  been  observed,  the  proportion  of  the  Tuber  Annulare  to 
the  Cerebellum  (and,  a  majore,  to  the  brain  proper)  is  greatly  less  in  children 
than  in  adults.  In  a  girl  of  one  year  (in  my  table  of  human  brains)  it  is  as 
1  to  16.1 ;  in  another  of  two,  as  1  to  14.8 ;  in  a  boy  of  three,  as  1  to  15.5 ;  and 
the  average  of  children  under  seven,  exhibits  the  pores,  in  proportion  to  the 
cerebellum,  much  smaller  than  in  the  average  of  adults,  in  whom  it  is  only  as 
1  to  8,  or  1  to  9. 

12.  In  specific  gravity,  contrary  to  the  current  doctrine,  the  encephalos  and 
its  parts  vary  very  little,  if  at  all,  from  one  age  to  another.  A  child  of  two, 
and  a  woman  of  a  hundred  years,  are,  in  this  respect,  nearly  equal,  and  the 
intermediate  ages  show  hardly  more  than  individual  differences. 

18.  The  specific  gravity  of  the 'brain  does  not  vary  in  madness  (if  one  case 
of  chronic  insanity  is  to  be  depended  on),  contrary  to  what  has  been  alleged. 
In  fever  it  often  does,  and  remarkably. 

14.  The  cerebellum  (the  converse  of  the  received  opinion)  has  a  greater 
specific  gravity  than  the  brain  proper ;  and  this  difference  is  considerably  more 
marked  in  birds  than  in  man  and  quadrupeds.  The  opinion  also  of  the 
ancients  is  probably  true,  that  the  cerebellum  is  harder  than  the  brain  proper. 

15.  The  human  brain  does  not,  as  asserted,  possess  a  greater  specific  gravity 
than  that  of  other  animals. 


(c.)    Remarks  on  Dr.  Morton's  Tables  on  the  Size  of  the  Brain. 

(Communicated  to  the  Edinburgh  New  Philosophical  Journal,  conducted  by  Professor 
Jameson.  See  Vol.  XL VIII.,  p.  330  (1850).  For  Dr.  Morton's  Tables,  see 
the  same  Journal,  Vol.  XL VIII.,  p.  262.  — Ed.) 


What  first  strikes  me  in  Dr.  Morton's  Tables,  completely  invalidates  his  < 
elusions,  —  he  has  not  distinguished  male  from  female  crania.  Now,  as  the 
female  encephalos  is,  on  an  average,  some  four  ounces  troy  less  than  the  male, 
it  is  impossible  to  compare  national  skulls  with  national  skulls,  in  respect  of 
their  capacity,  unless  we  compare  male  with  male,  female  with  female  heads,  or, 
at  least,  know  how  many  of  either  sex  go  to  make  up  the  national  complement. 

A  blunder  of  this  kind  is  made  by  Mr.  Sims,  in  his  paper  and  valuable 
correlative  table  of  the  weight  of  two  hundred  and  fifty-three  brains  {Medico 
Chirurgical  Transactions,  vol.  xix.).  He  there  attacks  the  result  of  my  observa- 
tion (published  by  Dr.  Monro,  Anatomy  of  the  Brain%  etc.,  1831),  that  the 
human  encephalos  (brain  proper  and  after-brain)  reaches  its  foil  size  by  i 


l  The  effect  is,  In  feet,  to  increase  the  cerebellum.    See  the  experiments  recorded  by  M. 
Leuret,  cited  by  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie,  Psychological  Inquiries,  note  H  —  Ed. 
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years  of  age,  perhaps  somewhat  earlier.  In  refutation  of  this  paradox,  he 
slumps  the  male  and  female  brains  together;  and  then,  because  he  finds  that 
the  average  weight  of  his  adults,  among  whom  the  males  are  greatly  the  more 
numerous,  is  larger  than  the  average  weight  of  bis  impuberals,  among  whom 
the  females  preponderate,  he  jumps  at  once  to  the  conclusion,  that  I  am  wrong, 
and  that  the  encephalos  continues  to  grow,  to  diminish,  and  to  grow  again  (!), 
for,  I  forget  how  long,  after  the  period  of  maturity.  Fortunately,  along  with 
his  crotchets,  he  has  given  the  detail  of  his  weighings;  and  his  table,  when 
properly  arranged,  confutes  himself,  and  superfluously  confirms  me.  That  is, 
comparing  the  girls  with  the  women,  and  the  boys  with  the  men,  it  appears, 
from  his  own  induction,  that  the  cranial  contents  do  reach  the  average  amount, 
even  before  the  age  of  seven. 

Tiedemann  {Das  Hirn  des  Negers,  etc.,  1887,  p.  4)  notes  the  contradiction 
of  Sims's  result  and  mine ;  but  he  does  not  solve  it  The  same  is  done  and  not 
done,  by  Dr.  Bostock,  in  his  Physiology.  Tiedemann,  however,  remarks,  that 
his  own  observations  coincide  with  mine  (p.  10) ;  as  is,  indeed,  evident  from 
his  Table  (p.  11)  *  Of  the  cranial  capacity  from  birth  to  adolescence,"  though, 
unfortunately,  in  that  table,  but  in  that  alone,  he  has  not  discriminated  the  sex. 

Dr.  Morton's  conclusion  as  to  the  comparative  size  of  the  Negro  brain,  is 
contrary  to  Tiedemann's  larger,  and  to  my  smaller,  induction,  which  concur  in 
proving,  that  the  Negro  encephalos  is  not  less  than  the  European,  and  greatly 
larger  than  the  Hindoo,  the  Ceylonese,  and  sundry  other  Asiatic  brains.  But 
the  vice,  already  noticed,  of  Dr.  Morton's  induction,  renders  it,  however 
extensive,  of  no  cogency  in  the  question. 

Dr.  Morton's  method  of  measuring  the  capacity  of  the  cranium,  is,  certainly, 
no  "  invention"  of  his  friend  Mr.  Phillips,  being,  in  either  form,  only  a  clumsy 
and  unsatisfactory  modification  of  mine.  Tiedemann's  milletrseed  affords,  like- 
wise, only  an  inaccurate  approximation  to  the  truth ;  for  seeds,  as  found  by  me, 
vary  in  weight  according  to  the  drought  and  moisture  of  the  atmosphere,  and 
are  otherwise  ill  adapted  to  recover  the  size  of  the  brain  in  the  smaller  ani- 
mals. The  physiologists  who  have  latterly  followed  the  method  of  filling  the 
cranium,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  cranial  contents,  have  adopted,  not 
without  perversion,  one-half  of  my  process,  and  altogether  omitted  the  other. 
After  rejecting  mustard  seed,  which  I  first  thought  of  employing,  and  for  the 
reason  specified,  I  found  that  pure  silicious  sand  was  the  best  mean  of  accom- 
plishing the  purpose,  from  its  suitable  ponderosity,  incompressibility,  equality 
of  weight  in  all  weathers,  and  tenuity.  Tiedemann  (p.  21)  says,  that  he  did 
not  employ  sand,  "  because,  by  its  greater  specific  gravity,  it  might  easily  burst 
the  cranial  bones  at  the  sutures."  He  would,  by  trial,  have  found  that  this 
objection  is  futile.  The  thinnest  skull  of  the  youngest  infant  can  resist  the 
pressure  of  sand,  were  it  many  times  greater  than  it  is ;  even  Morton's  lead 
shot  proved  harmless  in  this  respect.  But,  while  nothing  could  answer  the  pur- 
pose better  than  sand,  still  this  afforded  only  one,  and  that  an  inadequate, 
mean  towards  an  end.  Another  was  requisite.  By  weighing  the  brain  of  a 
young  and  healthy  convict,  who  was  hanged,  and  afterwards  weighing  the  sand 
which  his  prepared  cranium  contained,  1  determined  the  proportion  of  the  spe- 
cific gravity  of  cerebral  substance  (which  in  all  ages  and  animals  is  nearly 
equal)  to  the  specific  gravity  of  the  sand  which  was  employed.      I  thus 
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obtained  a  formula  by  which  to  recover  the  original  weight  of  the  encephalos 
in  all  the  crania  which  were  filled ;  and  hereby  brought  brains  weighed  and 
skulls  gauged  into  a  universal  relation.  On  the  contrary,  the  comparisons  of 
Tiedemann  and  Morton,  as  they  stand,  are  limited  to  their  own  Tables.  1  have 
once  and  again  tested  the  accuracy  of  this  process,  by  experiment,  in  the  lower 
animals,  and  have  thus  perfect  confidence  in  the  certainty  of  its  result,  be  the 
problem  to  recover  the  weight  of  the  encephalos  from  the  cranium  of  a  spar- 
row, or  from  the  cranium  of  an  elephant 

I  may  conclude  by  saying,  that  I  have  now  established,  apart  from  the. 
proof  by  averages,  that  the  human  encephalos  does  not  increase  after  the  age  of 
seven,  at  highest.  This  has  been  done,  by  measuring  the  heads  of  the  same 
young  persons  from  infancy  to  adolescence  and  maturity ;  for  the  slight  increase 
in  the  size  of  the  head,  after  seven  (or  six)  is  exhausted  by  the  development  to 
be  allowed  in  the  bones,  muscles,  integuments  and  hair. 

(The  following  is  an  unpublished  Memorandum  in  reference  to  pre- 
ceding.— Ed.) 

March  28,  1850. 

Found  that  the  specific  weight  of  the  sand  I  had  employed  for  measuring 
the  capacity  of  crania,  was  that  the  sand  filling  32  cubic  inches,  weighed  12,160 
grains. 

Found  at  the  same  time  that  the  millet-seed  occupying  the  same  number  of 
cubic  inches,  weighed  5665  grains. 

Thus  the  proportion  of  millet-seed  to  sand,  in  specific  gravity  is  as  1 :  2.147. 

One  cubic  inch  thus  contains  380  grains  sand ;  and  177  grains  millet-seed. 


(rf.)  OaionrAL  Researches  ow  thb  Fkowtal  BntusBS,  with  Obseevatioks 

OK   THKIB  BbABISOS   OK   THE   DOGMAS   OF  PhRBNOLOOT. 

(From  The  Medical  Times,  May,  1845,  Vol.  XII.,  p.  159;  June  7,  1845,  VoLXIL, 
p.  177;  August,  1845,  Vol.  XII.,  p.  371.— En.) 

Before  proceeding  to  state  in  detail  the  various  facts  and  fictions  relative  to 
the  Frontal  Sinus,1  it  will  be  proper  to  premise  some  necessary  information 
touching  the  nature  and  relations  of  the  sinuses  themselves. 

The  cruets  phrenologorum  are  two  cavities,  separated  from  each  other  by  a 
perpendicular  osseous  partition,  and  formed  between  the  tables  of  the  frontal 
bone,  in  consequence  of  a  divergence  of  these  tables  from  their  parallelism,  as 
they  descend  to  join  the  bones  of  the  nose,  and  to  build  the  orbits  of  the  eye. 

1  It  is  proper  to  observe,  that  the  notes,  of  and  should  the  detail  of  my  observations  on 

which  the  following  is  an  abstract,  were  writ-  these  points  be  ever  published,  it  will  not  be 

ten  above  sixteen  years  ago,  and  have  not  done  in  a  polemical  form.    My  notes  on  the 

since  been  added  to,  or  even  looked  at.    They  frontal  sinuses  having,  however,  been  oast  in 

were  intended  for  part  of  a  treatise  to  be  relation  to  the  phrenological  hypothesis,  I 

entiled,  "  The  Fictions  of  Phrenology  and  the  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  take  the 

Facta  of  Natvn."    My  researches,  however,  labor  of  altering  them,  —  especially  as  the 

particularly  into  the  relations  of  the  cere-  phrenological  fiction  is,  in  truth,  a  comple- 

bellum,  and  the  general  growth  of  the  brain,  ment  of  all  possible  errors  on  the  subject  of 

convinced  me  that  the  phrenological  doctrine  these  cavities. 
was  wholly  unworthy  of  a  serious  refutation; 
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They  are  not,  however,  mere  inorganic  vacuities,  arising  from  the  recession  of 
the  bony  plates ;  they  constitute  a  part  of  the  olfactory  apparatus ;  they  are 
lined  with  a  membrane,  a  continuation  of  the  pituitary,  and  this,  copiously  sup- 
plied with  blood,  secretes  a  lubricating  mucus  which  is  discharged  by  an  aper- 
ture into  the  nose. 

Various  theories  have  been  proposed  to  explain  the  mode  of  their  formation ; 
but  it  is  only  the  fact  of  their  existence,  frequency,  and  degree,  with  which  we 
are  at  present  interested.  In  the  foetus,  manifested  only  in  rudiment,  they  are 
gradually,  but  in  different  subjects  variously  developed,  until  the  age  of  pu- 
berty; they  appear  to  obtain  their  ultimate  expansion  towards  the  age  of 
twenty-five.  They  are  exclusively  occasioned  by  the  elevation  of  the  external 
table,  which  determines,  in  fact,  the  rise  of  the  nose  at  the  period  of  adoles- 
cence, by  affording  to  the  nasal  bones  their  formation  and  support. 

Sundry  hypotheses  have  likewise  been  advanced  to  explain  their  uses,  but  it 
will  be  enough  for  us,  from  the  universality  of  their  appearance,  to  refute  the 
singular  fancy  of  the  phrenologists,  that  these  cavities  are  abnormal  varieties, 
the  product  of  old  age  or  disease. 

But  though  the  siquses  are  rarely  if  ever  absent,  their  size  in  every  dimen- 
sion varies  to  infinity.  Laying  aside  all  rarer  enormities,  and  speaking,  of 
course,  only  of  subjects  healthy  and  in  the  prime  of  life,  in  superficial  extent 
the  sinus  sometimes  reaches  hardly  above  the  root  of  the  nose,  sometimes  it 
covers  nearly  the  whole  forehead,  penetrates  to  the  bottom  of  the  orbit,  and, 
turning  the  external  angle  of  the  eyebrow,  is  terminated  only  at  the  junction 
of  the  frontal  and  parietal  bones.  Now,  a  sinus  is  small,  or  almost  null  upon 
one  side,  —  on  the  other  it  is,  perhaps,  unusually  large ;  while  in  no  dimension 
are  the  two  cavities,  in  general  strictly  correspondent,  even  although  the  outer 
forehead  presents  the  most  symmetrical  appearance.  In  depth  (or  transverse 
distance  between  the  tables)  the  sinus  is  equally  inconstant,  varying  indeter- 
minably  in  different  heads,  from  a  line  or  less  to  half  an  inch  and  more.  Now, 
a  sinus  gradually  disappears  by  a  gradual  convergence  of  its  walls ;  now  these 
walls,  after  running  nearly  parallel,  suddenly  unite.  Now,  the  depth  of  the 
cavity  decreases  from  centre  to  circumference ;  now  the  plates  approximate  in 
the  middle,  and  recede  farther  from  each  other  immediately  before  they  ulti- 
mately unite.  In  one  cranium,  a  sinus,  collected  within  itself,  is  fairly  rounded 
off;  in  another,  it  runs  into  meandering  bays,  or  is  subdivided  into  separate 
chambers,  these  varying  without  end  in  their  relative  capacity  and  extent  In 
depth,  as  well  as  in  extent,  the  capacity  of  the  sinus  is  thus  wholly  indetermin- 
able ;  and  no  one  can  predict,  from  external  observation,  whether  the  cavity 
shall  be  a  lodging  scanty  for  a  fly  or  roomy  for  a  mouse. 

It  is  an  error  of  the  grossest,  that  the  extent  of  the  sinus  is  indicated  by  a 
ridge,  or  crest,  or  blister,  in  the  external  bony  plate.  Such  a  protuberance  has 
no  certain  or  even  probable  relation  to  the  extent,  depth,  or  even  existence,  of 
any  vacuity  beneath.  Over  the  largest  cavities  there  is  frequently  no  bony 
elevation ;  and  women  f  in  whose  crania  these  protuberances  are  in  general  ab- 
sent or  very  small,  exhibit  the  sinuses  as  universally  existent,  and  not,  perhaps, 
proportion  ably  less  extensive  than  those  of  men.  The  external  ridge,  however 
prominent,  is  often  merely  a  sudden  outward  thickening  of  the  bony  wall, 
which  sometimes  has  a  small,  sometimes  no  cavity  at  all,  beneath.    Apart  also 
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from  the  vacuity,  though  over  the  region  of  the  sinus,  no  quarter  of  the  cranium 
presents  greater  differences  in  thickness,  whether  in  different  subjects  or  in  the 
same  head,  than  the  plates  and  diploe  of  the  frontal  bone ;  and  1  have  found 
that  the  bony  trails  themselves  presented  an  impediment  which  varied  inappre- 
ciably from  three  to  thirteen  lines :  —  "fronti  nulla  Jides" 

But  the  "fronti  nulla  Jides"  in  a  phrenological  relation,  is  further  illustrated 
by  the  accidents  of  its  sinus,  which  all  concur  in  manifesting  the  universality 
and  possibly  capacious  size  of  that  cavity.  That  cavity  is  sometimes  occupied 
by  stony  concretions,  and  is  the  seat  of  ulcers,  cancer,  polypus,  and  sarcoma. 
When  acutely  inflamed  the  sensibility  of  its  membrane  becomes  painfully  in- 
tense ;  and  every  one  has  experienced  its  irritation  when  simply  affected  with 
catarrh.  The  mucosity  of  this  membrane,  the  great  extent  and  security  of  the 
caverns,  joined  with  their  patent  openings  into  the  nose,  render  the  sinuses  a 
convenient  harbor  for  the  nidulation,  hatching,  and  nourishment  of  many  para- 
sitic animals ;  indeed,  the  motley  multitude  of  its  guests  might  almost  tempt  us 
to  regard  it  as 

"  The  cistern  for  all  creeping  things 

To  knot  and  gender  in."  1 

"  Chacun  a  son  Vercoquin  dans  la  teste  n  — "  Quemque  suus  vellicat  Ver- 
mis n  —  are  adages  which,  from  the  vulgarity  of  the  literal  occurrence,  would 
seem  more  than  metaphorically  true.8  With  a  frequency  sometimes  epidemic,5 
flies  and  insects  here  ascend  to  spawn  their  eggs,  and  maggots  (other  than  phre- 
nological) are  bred  and  fostered  in  these  genial  labyrinths.  Worms,  in  every 
loathsome  diversity  of  slime  and  hair,  —  reptiles  armed  with  fangs,  —  crawlers 
of  a  hundred  feet,  —  ejected  by  the  score,  and  varying  from  an  inch  to  half  an 
ell  in  length,  cause  by  their  suction,  burrowing,  and  erosion,  excruciating 
headache,  convulsions,  delirium,  and  phrensy.  With  many  a  nameless  or  non- 
descript visitor,  the  leech,  the  lumbricus,  the  ascaris,  the  ascarius  lumbricoides, 
the  fasciola,  the  eruca,  the  oniscus,  the  gordius,  the  forficula,  the  scolopendra, 
the  scorpiodes,  and  even  the  scorpion,4  are  by  a  hundred  observers  recorded  as 
finding  in  these  "antres  vast" — these  "spelunci  ferarum,"  —  a  birthplace  or 
an  asylum.6    And  the  fact,  sufficiently  striking  in  itself,  is  not  without  signifi- 

1  "  Or  keep  it  as  a  cistern  tor  foul  toads  the  Greeks  were  aware  of  the  existence  of 

To  knot  and  gender  in."  worms  in  the  frontal  sinuses  of  the  goat. 

Othello,  act.  iv.sc.  8.  —  Ed.  (Alex.  Trallian,  lib.  i.  o.  15.)    Among  the 

2  In  the  frontal  sinuses  worms  and  insects  Arabians,  Avioenna(Fenestel]a  lib.  iii  tr  2. 
are  not  unfrequently  found.  Yoigtel,  Bandh.  d.  c  8)  tells  us  it  was  well  known  to  the  Indian 
Pathol.  Anat.  1804,  vol.  i.  p.  292.  I  quote  him,  physicians,  that  worms  were  generated  in  the 
instar  omnium,  as  one  of  the  best  and  one  of  forehead  immediately  above  the  root  of  the 
the  most  recent  authorities.  nose,  were  frequently  the  cause  of  headaches; 

8  Forestus,  Obs.  Med.,  lib.  xxi.  schol.,28.  and  Rbazes  (Continet,  lib  i.  c  10)  observes 

4  Hollering,  Be  Morb.  Int.  lib.  i.  c.  1 ;  Gesner,  that  this  was   the    opinion  of  Schare   and 

Hist.  Anat.  lib.  v.;   Boneti,  Sepul.  Obs.,  121;  others.     Among  the  moderns,  my  medical 

Ferretti.    I  here  refer  to  the  scorpion  alone.  ignorance  suggests  more  authorities  than  I 

fi  Long  before  the  sinus  was  anatomically  can  almost  summon  patience  simply  to  name. 

described  by  Carpi,  this  pathological  fact  had  The    curious    reader   may    consult,   among 

been  well  known    to  physicians.    The  pre-  others.  Talescus    de    Tarantu.  Kicolaus  do 

scription  of  the  Delphic  oracle  to  Demos-  Kicolis.  Vega,  Marcel  1  us    Donatus,  Trinea- 

thenes  of  Athens  for  his  epilepsy  shows  that  velli,  BeaedetU,  Uollerius,  Duretus,  Fafcrioiot 
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canee  in  relation  to  the  present  inquiry,  that  these  intruders  principally  infest 
the  sinuses  of  women,  and  more  especially  before  the  period  of  full  puberty. 

Such  is  the  great  and  inappreciable  variation  of  the  frontal  sinus  and  its 
walls,  that  we  may  well  laugh  at  every  attempt  to  estimate,  in  that  quarter,  the 
development  of  any  part  of  the  subjacent  hemispheres,  were  that  part  larger 
than  the  largest  even  of  the  pretended  phrenological  organs.  But  this  is  noth- 
ing* Behind  these  spacious  caverns,  in  utter  ignorance  of  the  extent,  fre- 
quency, and  even  existence  of  this  impediment,  the  phrenologists  have  placed, 
not  one  large,  but  seventeen  of  their  very  smallest  organs ;  and  have  thus  ena- 
bled an  always  insurmountable  obstacle  to  operate  in  disproof  of  their  system 
in  its  highest  intensity. 

By  concentrating  all  their  organs  of  the  smallest  size  within  the  limits  of  the 
sinus,  they  have,  in  the  first  place,  carried  all  those  organs  whose  range  of 
development  was  least,  behind  the  obstacle  whose  range  of  development  was 
greatest  Where  the  cranium  is  thinner  and  comparatively  more  equal  in 
thickness,  they  have  placed  all  the  organs  (those  of  the  propensities  and  senti- 
ments) which  present  the  broadest  surface,  and,  as  they  themselves  assure  us, 
varying  in  their  development  from  the  centre  to  circumference  by  an  inch  and 
upwards ;  while  all  the  organs  (those  of  the  intellect)  which  have  the  nar- 
rowest expansion,  and  whose  varying  range  of  development  from  the  centre  is 
stated  to  be  only  a  quarter  of  an  inch  (less  even  than  the  fourth  of  the  varia- 
tion of  the  others),1  these  have  been  accumulated  behind  an  impediment  whose 
ordinary  differences  are  far  more  than  sufficient  to  explain  every  gradation  of 
the  pretended  development  of  the  pretended  organs  from  their  smallest  to  their 
largest  size. 

In  the  second  place,  they  have  thus  at  once  thrown  one  half  of  their  whole 
organology  beyond  the  verge  of  possible  discovery  and  possible  proof. 

In  the  third  place,  by  thus  evincing  that  their  observations  on  that  one  half 
had  been  only  illusive  fancies,  they  have  afforded  a  criterion  of  the  credit  to  be 
fairly  accorded  to  their  observations  in  relation  to  the  other ;  they  have  shown 
in  this,  as  in  other  parts  of  their  doctrine,  that  manifestation  and  development 


HUdanns,  Zacuta    Lusitanus,    Hercules  de  and  of  journals  —  Ephem.  Misc.;  Acta  et  Nova 

Sax onia,  Petrus  Paulns  Magnus,  Angellinus,  Acta   Cursos    Nat.?  Commere.  Liter. ,  Nov.  2; 

Atearius,  Cornelius  Gemma,  (iesner,  Bene-  Breslauer  Sammlung;   Duncan's  Med.  Journ.; 

venius,  Ferneltus,  Riolanus,   Forestus,  Bar-  Edinb.  Med.  Essays;  London  Chronicle;  Phila- 

tholinus,  Ferretti,  Rolflnck,  Olaus  Wormius  drlphia  Transactions;  Btumenoach's  Med.  Bibi.} 

(who  himself  ejected  a  worm  from  the  nose  etc..  etc. 

—was  it  a  family  affection?)  Smetius  (who  I  may  here  mention,  that  the  nidulatlon  of 

also  relates  his  own  case),  Tulpius,  Heur-  the  oestrus  o\-inus(  which  occasionally  infects, 

nins,  BouPSffius,  Monardis,  Schenk,  Senertus,  the  human  sinus)  forms  a  frequent  epidemic 

Montuus,  Borelli,  Bonetus,  Hertodius,  Kerk-  nmong  sheep  and  goats.    The  horse,  the  dog 

ringing,    Joubert,   Yolkammer,   Wohltarth,  (and  probably  most  other  animals)  are  simi- 

Nannoni,  Stalpert,  Vander  Wiel,  Morgagni,  iariv  afflicted. 

Clerteua,   De    Blegny,   8alzmann,    Honold,  1  Combe's  Syttem,  etc.,  p.  81.    "  The  differ- 

HIU.  Kilgour,  Littrt,  Maloet,  Sandifort,  Hen-  ence  j„  development  between  a  large  and  a 

kel,  Harder,  8tocket,    81abber,  Nil   Rosen,  gmaii  organ  of  the  propennities  and  some  of 

Razoux,     8chaai¥chmidt,    Quelmatz,   Wolf,  the  sentiments,  amounts  to  an  inch  and  up- 

Blumenbach,  Ploucquet,  Baur,  Riedlin,  Za-  ward(,;  ai,d  to  a  quarter  of  an  inch  in  the 

charidem  Lange,  Boettcher,  Welge,  Wrisberg,  orfrQnB  Qf  intellect,  which  are  naturally  small- 

Tkoia,  Voigtel,  Rudolph!,  Bremser,  etc.,  etc. ;  er  tnail  y^  0ther».M 
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are  quantities  which,  be  they  what  they  may,  can  on  their  doctrine  always  be 
brought  to  an  equation. 

Nay,  in  the  fourth  place,  as  if  determined  to  transcend  themselves — to  find 
"  a  lower  deep  beneath  the  lowest  deep,"  they  have  even  placed  the  least  of 
their  least  organs  at  the  very  point  where  this,  the  greatest  obstacle,  was  in  its  . 
highest  potency,  by  placing  the  organs  of  configuration,  size,  weight,  and  resist- 
ance, etc.,  towards  the  internal  angle  of  the  eyebrow,  the  situation  where  the 
sinus  is  almost  uniformly  deepest* 

Nor,  in  the  fifth  place,  were  they  less  unfortunate  in  the  location  of  the  rest 
of  their  minutest  organs.  These  they  arranged  in  a  series  along  the  npper 
edge  of  the  orbit,  where,  independently  even  of  the  sinus,  the  bone  varies  mora 
in  thickness,  from  one  individual  and  from  one  nation  to  another,  than  in  any 
other  part  of  the  skull ;  and  where  these  organs,  hardly  larger,  are  packed 
together  more  closely  than  peas  in  a  pod.  These  pretended  organs,  if  they 
even  severally  protruded  from  the  brain,  as  they  never  do — if  no  sinus  inter- 
vened —  and  if,  instead  of  lying  under  the  thickest,  they  were  situate  under 
the  thinnest  bone  of  the  cranium ;  these  petty  organs  could  not,  even  in  these 
circumstances,  reveal  their  development  by  determining  any  elevation,  far  less 
any  sudden  elevation,  of  the  incumbent  bone.  That  bone  they  could  only 
attenuate  at  the  point  of  contact,  by  causing  an  indentation  on  its  inner  sur- 
face. This  is  shown  by  what  are  called  the  glands  of  Pacchioni,  though  erro- 
neously. These  bodies,  which  are  often  found  as  large  as,  or  larger  than,  the 
organs  in  question,  and  which  arise  on  the  coronal  surface  of  the  encephalos, 
attenuate  to  the  thinnest,  but  never  elevate  in  the  slightest,  the  external  bony 
plate,  though  there  the  action  of  the  muscles  presents  a  smaller  impediment  to 
a  partial  elevation  than  in  the  superciliary  region.  This  I  have  frequently 
taken  note  of. 

As  it  is,  these  minute  organs  are  expected  to  betray  their  distinct  and  rela- 
tive developments  through  the  obstacle  of  two  thick  bony  walls,  and  a  large 
intervening  chamber ;  the  varying  difference  of  the  impediment  being  often 
considerably  greater  than  the  whole  diameter  even  of  the  organs  themselves. 
The  fact,  however,  is,  that  those  organs  are  commonly,  if  not  always,  developed 
only  in  the  bone,  and  may  be  cut  out  of  the  cranium,  even  in  an  impuberal 
skull  destitute  of  the  sinus,  without  trenching  on  the  confines  of  the  brain 
itself.  At  the  external  angle  of  the  eyebrow  at  the  organ  of  slumber,  the 
bone,  exclusive  of  any  sinus,  is  sometimes  found  to  exceed  an  inch  in  thick- 
ness- 
How  then  have  the  phrenologists  attempted  to  obviate  the  objection  of  the 
sinus? 

The  first  organs  which  Gall  excogitated,  he  placed  in  the  region  of  the  sinus; 
and  it  is  manifest  he  was  then  in  happy  unacquaintance  with  everything  con- 
nected with  that  obnoxious  cavity.  In  ignorance,  however,  Gall  was  totally 
eclipsed  by  Spurzheim ;  who,  while  he  seems  even  for  a  time  unaware  of  its 

1  Every  one  who  baa  ever  examined  the  lamina)  a  u  invkem  maximc  distant."— {D* 

sinus  knows  that  what  Schtilze  has  observed  Cav.  Chum,  Acta  Pkys.  Med.  AeacL  Ccu.}  i.  p. 

is  true  — "in  illo  angulo  qui  ad  nitres  est,  606.) 
oaviUtU  fundus  est,  et  hoc  in  loco  fere  ossJum 
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existence  as  a  normal  occurrence,  has  multiplied  the  number  and  diminished 
the  size  of  the  organs  which  the  sinus  regularly  covers.  By  both  the  founders, 
their  organology  was  published  before  they  had  discovered  the  formidable 
nature  of  the  impediment,  and  then  it  was  too  late  to  retract  They  have 
attempted,  indeed,  to  elude  the  objection ;  but  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
floundered  on  from  blander  to  blunder,  —  blunders  not  more  inconsistent  with 
each  other,  than  contrary  to  the  fact,  —  shows  that  they  have  never  dared  to 
open  their  eyes  on  the  reality,  or  never  dared  to  acknowledge  their  conviction 
of  its  effect  The  series  of  fictions  in  relation  to  the  frontal  sinus,  is,  out  of 
Phrenology,  in  truth,  unparalleled  in  the  history  of  science.  These  fictions  are 
substituted  for  facts  the  simplest  and  most  palpable  in  nature ;  they  are  substi- 
tuted for  facts  contradicted  by  none,  and  proclaimed  by  every  anatomical 
authority ;  and  they  are  substituted  for  facts  which,  as  determining  the  compe- 
tency of  phrenological  proof,  ought  not  to  have  been  rejected  without  a  critical 
refutation  by  the  founders  of  that  theory  themselves.  But  while  it  seemed 
possible  for  the  phrenologists  to  find  only  truth,  they  have  yet  continued  to  find 
nothing  but  error — error  always  at  the  greatest  possible  distance  from  the 
truth.  But  if  they  were  thus  so  curiously  wrong  in  matters  so  easy,  notorious, 
and  fundamental,  how  far  may  we  not  presume  them  to  have  gone  astray  where 
they  were  not,  as  it  were,  preserved  from  wandering  ? 

The  fictions  by  which  phrenologists  would  obviate  the  objection  of  the  fron- 
tal sinus,  may,  with  the  opposing  facts,  be  divided  into  four  classes ;  —  as  they 
relate  1°,  to  its  nature  and  effect;  2°,  to  its  indication;  8°,  to  its  frequency; 
and  4°,  to  its  size. 


I. — Nature  and  Effect  of  the  Sinus. 

Fact.  —  The  frontal  sinus  only  exists  in  consequence  of  the  .recession  of  the 
two  cranial  tables  from  their  parallelism ;  and  as  this  recession  is  inappreciable, 
consequently,  no  indication  is  afforded  by  the  external  plate  of  the  eminence 
or  depression  of  the  brain,  in  contact  with  the  internal. 

To  this  fact,  Gall  opposed  the  following 

Fiction. — The  frontal  sinus  interposes  no  impediment  to  the  observation  of 
cerebral  development ;  for  as  the  walls  of  this  cavity  are  exactly  parallel,  the 
effect  of  the  brain  upon  the  inner  table  must  consequently  be  expressed  by  the 
outer. 

Authorities  for  the  Fiction.  —  This  fiction  was  originally  advanced  by  Gall,  in 
his  Lectures,  and,  though  never  formally  retracted,  has  not  been  repeated  by 
him  or  Spurzheim  in  their  works  subsequently  published.  I  therefore  adduce 
it,  not  as  an  opinion  now  actually  held  by  the  phrenologists,  but  as  a  part  only 
of  that  cycle  of  vacillation  and  absurdity  which,  in  their  attempts  to  elude  the 
objection  of  the  sinus,  they  have  fruitlessly  accomplished.  That  it  was  so  orig- 
inally advanced,  is  shown  by  the  following  authorities ;  which,  as  beyond  the 
reach  of  readers  in  general,  I  shall  not  merely  refer  to,  but  translate. 

The  first  is  Froriep ;  and  I  quote  from  the  third  edition  of  his  Darsteltung, 
etc.,  which  appeared  in  1802.  This  author  was  a  pupil  and  friend  of  Gall,  on 
whose  doctrine  he  delivered  lectures,  and  his  work  is  referred  to  by  Gall,  in 
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his  Apologetic  Memorial  to  the  Austrian  Government,  in  that  very  year,  as  con- 
taining an  authentic  exposition  of  his  opinions.  —  u  Although  at  this  place  the 
frontal  sinuses  are  found,  and  here  constitute  the  vaulting  of-  the  forehead, 
nevertheless,  Gall  maintains  that  the  brain,  in  consequence  of  the  walls  of  the 
sinuses  lying  quite  parallel  (?  !),  is  able  to  affect  likewise  the  outer  plate,  and 
to  determine  its  protuberance."  —  P.  61.  The  doubt  and  wonder  are  by  the 
disciple  himself. 

The  second  authority  is  Bartels,  whose  Antkropologische  Bemerlcungen  ap- 
peared in  1806.  "  In  regard  to  the  important  objection  drawn  from  the  frontal 
sinuses,  Gall's  oral  reply  is  very  conformable  to  nature.  '  Here,  notwithstand- 
ing the  intervening  cavity  in  the  bones,  there  is  found  a  parallelism  between 
the  external  and  internal  plates  of  the  cranium/"  —  P.  125. 

Proof  of  the  Fact.  — In  refutation  of  a  fiction  so  ridiculous,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  say  a  single  word ;  even  the  phrenologists  now  define  the  sinus  by  "  a  diver- 
gence from  parallelism  between  the  two  tables  of  the  bone." 1 

It  was  only  in  abandoning  this  one  fiction,  and  from  the  conviction  that  the 
sinus,  when  it  existed,  did  present  an  insuperable  obstacle  to  observation,  that 
the  phrenologists  were  obliged  to  resort  to  a  plurality  of  fictions  of  far  inferior 
efficacy ;  for  what  mattered  it  to  them,  whether  these  cavities  were  indiscover- 
able,  frequent,  and  capacious,  if,  in  effect,  they  interposed  no  obstacle  to  an 
observation  of  the  brain  ? 


II — Indication  of  the  Sinus. 

Fact.  —  There  is  no  correlation  between  the  extent  and  existence  of  a  sinus, 
and  the  existence  and  extent  of  any  elevation,  whether  superciliary  or  glabel- 
lar ;  either  may  be  present  without  the  other,  and  when  both  are  coexistent 
they  hold  no  reciprocal  proportion  in  dimension  or  figure.  Neither  is  there 
any  form  whatever  of  cranial  development  which  guarantees  either  the  absence 
or  the  presence  of  a  subjacent  cavity. 

To  this  fact  the  phrenologists  are  unanimous  in  opposing  the  following 

Fiction.  —  The  sinus,  when  present,  betrays  its  existence  and  extent  by  an 
irregular  elevation  of  a  peculiar  character,  under  the  appearance  of  a  bony 
ridge,  or  crest,  or  blister,  and  is  distinguished  from  the  regular  forms  under 
which  the  phrenological  organs  are  developed. 

Authorities  for  the  Fiction.  —  It  is  sufficient  to  adduce  Gall8  and  Spurzheim,* 
followed  by  Combe,4  and  the  phrenologists  in  general.  In  support  of  their 
position,  they  adduce  no  testimony  by  anatomists, — no  evidence  from  nature. 

Proof  of  the  Fact  —  All  anatomical  authority,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  sequel,  is 
opposed  to  the  fiction,  for  every  anatomist  concurs  in  holding  that  the  sinuses 
are  rarely,  if  ever,  absent ;  whereas  the  crests  or  blisters  which  the  phrenolo- 
gists regard  as  an  index  of  these  cavities,  are  comparatively  of  rare  occurrence* 
It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  some  anatomists  have  rashly  connected  the 
extent  of  the  internal  sinus  with  the  extent  of  the  external  elevation.    The 

1  Combe,  System,  p.  82.  3  Phys.  Sysi.,  p.  286;  Exam,  qf  Object,  p.  79; 

J  Anat  et  Phys.,  t.  iv.  p.  48,  et  seq.;  and,  in       Phrcn.,  p.  115. 
the  tame  terms,  Sur  Us  Fond,  4  Syst ,  pp.  21,  85,  80S. 
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statement  of  the  fact  is  the  result  of  my  own  observation  of  above  three  hun- 
dred crania ;  and  any  person  who  would  in  like  manner  interrogate  nature, 
will  find  that  the  largest  sinuses  are  frequently  in  those  foreheads  which  present 
no  superciliary  or  glabellar  elevations.  I  may  notice,  that  of  the  fifty  skulls 
whose  phrenological  development  was  marked  under  the  direction  of  Spurs- 
heim,  and  of  which  a  table  is  appended,  the  only  one  head  where  the  frontal 
sinuses  are  noted,  from  the  ridge,  as  present,  is  the  male  cranium  No.  19 ;  and 
that  cranium,  it  will  be  seen,  has  sinuses  considerably  beneath  even  the  average 
extent 

HL — FREQUENCY  OF  THK   SlKUS. 

Fact.  —  The  sinuses  are  rarely,  if  ever,  wanting  in  any  healthy  adult  head  of 
either  sex. 

To  this  fact,  the  phrenologists  oppose  the  three  following  inconsistent  fie? 
tions : 

Fiction  I.  —  The  sinuses  are  only  to  be  found  in  some  male  heads,  being  fre- 
quently absent  in  men  until  a  pretty  advanced  age. 

Fiction  II. — In  women  the  sinuses  are  rarely  found. 

Fiction  III.  —  The  presence  of  the  sinus  is  abnormal ;  young  and  adult  per- 
sons have  no  cavities  between  the  tables  of  the  frontal  bone  —  the  real  frontal 
sinuses  occurring  only  in  old  persons,  or  after  chronic  insanity. 

Authorities  for  Fiction  I.  —  This  fiction  is  held  in  terms  by  Gall.1  The  other 
phrenologists,  as  we  shall  see,  are  much  further  in  the  wrong.  But  even  for. 
this  fiction  they  have  adduced  no  testimony  of  other  observers,  and  detailed  no 
observations  of  their  own. 

Proof  of  the  Fact  in  opposition  to  this  Fiction.  —  All  anatomists — there  is  not 
a  single  exception — concur  in  maintaining  a  doctrine  diametrically  opposed  to 
the  figment  of  the  phrenologists,  that  the  sinuses  are,  even  in  men,  frequently 
or  generally  absent  Some,  however,  assert  that  the  sinus  in  a  state  of  health 
is  never  wanting;  while  others  insist  that,  though  very  rarely,  cases  do  occur  in 
which  it  is  actually  deficient 

Of  the  latter  opinion,  Fallopius'  holds  that  they  are  present "  in  all  adults," 
except  occasionally  in  the  case  of  simous  foreheads,  an  exception  which  Riola- 
nus3  and  others  have  shown  to  be  false.  Schulze,'  Window,*  Buddeus,6  u  that 
they  are  sometimes  absolutely  wanting  in  cases  where  the  cranium  is  spongy  and 
honeycombed"  Palfyn,7  "  that  they  are  sometimes,  though  rarely,  absent"  Wit- 
tiuh,*  "  that  they  are  almost  always  present,  though  it  may  be  admitted  that  in 
some  very  rare  cases  they  are  wanting ; "  and  Stalpart  Van  der  Weils  relates, 
that  "  he  had  seen  in  Nuck's  Museum,  preserved  as  a  special  rarity,  a  cranium 
without  a  frontal  sinus,"  Of  more  recent  authorities,  Hippolite  Cloquet10  ob- 
serves, "  that  they  are  seldom  wanting;  "  and  the  present  Dr.  Monro11  found,  in 

1  As  quoted  above.  *  *  Obs.  Anal.  Set.,  obs.  1. 

2  Opera.  7  Ost.,  p.  105. 

S  Comm.  de  Oss  p.  468.  8  Dt  Otfactu,  p.  17. 

4  De  Sin.  Oss    Cap.  Acta  Pkys.  Med.  Leap.  9  Obs.  Rar.  Cent.  Post,  pars  prior,  obs.  4. 

On.,  vol  I.  obs.  288.  10  Anat.  Descr.,  seq.  158,  ed.  1824. 

*  Expos.  Anat.  tr.  des  Oss.  Sees.,  seo.  80.  "  Bern,  of  Anat.  I  p.  134. 
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forty-five  skulls,  that  while  three  only  were  without  the  sinus,  in  two  of  them 
(as  observed  by  Schulze,  Winslow  and  Buddeus)  the  cavity  had  merely  been 
filled  up  by  the  deposition  of  a  spongy  bone. 

Of  the  former  opinion,  which  holds  that  the  sinus  is  always  present,  I  need 
only  quote,  instar  omniumy  the  authority  of  Blumenbach,1  whose  illustrious 
reputation  is  in  a  peculiar  manner  associated  with  the  anatomy  of  the  human 
cranium,  and  who  even  celebrated  his  professional  inauguration  by  a  disserta- 
tion, in  some  respects  the  most  elaborate  we  possess,  on  the  Frontal  Sinuses 
themselves.  This  anatomist  cannot  be  persuaded,  even  on  the  observation  of 
Highmore,  Albinus,  Haller,  and  the  first  Monro,  that  normal  cases  ever  occur 
of  so  improbable  a  defect ;  "  for,"  he  says,  "  independently  of  the  diseases  after- 
wards to  be  considered,  I  can  with  difficulty  admit,  that  healthy  individuals  are 
ever  wholly  destitute  of  the  frontal  sinus ;  on  the  contrary,  I  am  convinced  that 
these  distinguished  men  have  not  applied  the  greatest  diligence  and  research.** 
In  this  opinion,  as  observed  by  the  present  Dr.  Monro,1  Blumenbach  is  sup- 
ported by  the  concurrence  of  Bertin,  Portal,  Soemmering,  Caldani,  etc.  Nor 
does  the  fiction  obtain  any  countenance  from  the  authors  whom  Blumenbach 
opposes.  I  have  consulted  them,  and  find  that  they  are  all  of  that  class  of 
anatomists  who  regard  the  absence  of  the  sinus,  though  a  possible,  as  a  rare 
and  memorable  phenomenon.  Highmore8  founds  his  assertion  on  the  single 
case  of  a  female.  Albinus,4  on  his  own  observation,  and  on  that  of  other 
anatomists,  declares  that  "the  sinuses  are  very  rarely  absent"  The  first 
Monro,0  speaking  of  the  infinite  variety  in  rise  and  figure,  notices  as  a  remark- 
able occurrence  that  he  had  "  even  seen  cases  in  which  they  were  absolutely 
wanting."  And  Haller0  is. only  able  to  establish  the  exception  on  the  case  of  a 
solitary  cranium. 

My  own  experience  is  soon  stated.  Having  examined  above  three  hundred 
crania  for  the  purpose  of  determining  this  point,  I  have  been  unable  to  find  a 
single  skull  wholly  destitute  of  a  sinus.  In  crania,  which  were  said  to  be 
examples  of  their  absence,  I  found  that  the  sinus  still  existed.  In  some, 
indeed,  I  found  it  only  on  one  side,  and  in  many  not  ascending  to  die  point  of 
the  glabellar  region,  through  which  crania  are  generally  cut  round.  The  only 
instances  of  its  total  deficiency  are,  I  believe,  those  abnormal  cases  in  winch, 
as  observed  by  anatomists,  the  original  cavity  has  been  subsequently  occupied 
by  a  pumicose  deposit  Of  this  deposit  the  only  examples  I  met  with  occurred 
in  males. 

Authorities  for  Fiction  II.  —  This  fiction  also  is  in  terms  maintained  by  Grail/ 
Neither  he  nor  any  other  phrenologist  has  adduced  any  proof  of  this  paradox ; 
nor  is  there,  I  believe,  to  be  found  a  single  authority  for  its  support  ,*  while  its 
refutation  is  involved  in  the  refutation  already  given  to  fiction  I.  Nannoni,8 
indeed,  says — "the  opinion  of  Fallopius  that  the  frontal  sinuses  are  often 
wanting  in  women,  is  refuted  by  observation  ;w  but  Fallopius  says  nothing  of 

the  sort    It  is  also  a  curious  circumstance,  that  the  great  majority  of  cases  in 

• 

l  De  Si*.  Front.,  p.  5.  *  Osteal,  par  Am,  p.  64. 

S  EUm.,  vol.  I.  p  188.  *  Bern.  Phft.  v.  p.  188. 

3  DiMq.  Anal,  lib  iii.  o.  4.  *  As  above. 

4  Annot.  Acad.,  lib.  I  o.  11,  et  Tab.  On.  8  Tnuuuo  d*  Anatomia,  1788,  p.  K. 
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-which  worms,  etc.,  have  been  found  in  the  sinus,  have  occurred  in  females. 
This  is  noticed  by  Salzmann  and  Honold.1 

My  own  observations,  extending,  as  I  have  remarked,  to  above  three  hun- 
dred crania,  confirm  the  doctrine  of  all  anatomists,  that  in  either  sex,  the 
absence  of  this  cavity  is  a  rare  and  abnormal  phenomenon,  if  not  an  erroneous 
assertion.  I  may  notice,  by  the  way,  the  opinion  of  some  anatomists,2  that  the 
sinuses  are  smaller  in  women  than  in  men,  seems  to  be  the  result  of  too  hasty 
an  induction ;  and  I  am  inclined  to  think,  from  ail  I  have  observed,  that  pro- 
portionally to  the  less  size  of  the  female  cranium,  they  will  be  found  equally 
extensive  with  the  male. 

Authorities  for  Fiction  III. —  This  fiction  was  maintained  by  Spurzheim  while 
in  this  country,  from  one  of  whose  publications8  it  is  extracted.  It  is,  perhaps, 
one  of  the  highest  flights  of  phrenological  fancy.  Nor  has  it  failed  of  exciting 
emulation  in  the  sect  "  While  a  man,"  says  Sir  George  Mackenzie,4  u  is  in 
the  prime  of  life,  and  healthy,  and  manifests  the  faculties  of  the  frontal  organs, 
such  a  cavity  very  seldom  exists  "(!)  ******  We  have  examined  a  great 
many  skulls,  and  we  have  not  yet  seen  one  having  the  sinus,  that  could  be 
proved  to  have  belonged  to  a  person  in  the  vigor  of  life  and  mind."  (1!)  Did 
Sir  George  ever  see  any  skull  which  belonged  to  any  "  person  in  the  vigor  of 
life  and  mind  "  without  a  sinus  ?  Did  he  ever  see  any  adult  skull  of  any  per- 
son whatever  in  which  such  a  cavity  was  not  to  be  found  ? 

Proof  of  the  Forty  m  opposition  to  this  Fiction.  —  This  fiction  deserves  no 
special  answer.    It  is  already  more  than  sufficiently  refuted  under  the  first 

It  is  true,  indeed,  the  doctrine  that  the  frontal  sinuses  wax  large  in  old  age  is 
stated  in  many  anatomical  works.  I  find  it  as  far  back  as  those  of  Vidus 
Vidius  and  Fallopius,  but  I  find  no  ground  for  such  a  statement  in  nature. 
This  I  assert  on  a  comparative  examination  of  some  thirty  aged  skulls.  In 
fact,  about  the  smallest  frontal  sinus  that  I  ever  saw,  was  in  the  head  of  a 
woman  who  was  accidentally  killed  in  her  hundred  and  first  year.  (See  also 
the  appended  Table.)  I  take  this  indeed  for  one  of  the  instances  in  which 
anatomical  authors  have  blindly  copied  each  other ;  so  that  what  originates  in 
a  blunder  or  a  rash  induction,  ends  in  having,  to  appearance,  almost  catholic 
authority  in  its  favor.  A  carious  instance  of  this  sequacity  occurs  to  me.  The 
common  fowl  has  an  encephalos,  in  proportion  to  its  body,  about  as  one  to  five 
hundred ;  that  is,  it  has  a  brain  less,  by  relation  to  its  body,  than  almost  any 
other  bird  or  beast  Pozzi  (Puetos),  in  a  small  table  which  he  published,  gave 
the  proportion  of  the  encephalos  of  the  cock  to  its  body,  by  a  blunder,  at  about 
half  its  amount ;  that  is,  as  one  to  two  hundred  and  fifty.  Haller,  copying 
Pozzi's  observation,  dropt  the  cipher,  and  records  in  his  table,  the  brain  of  the 
common  fowl  as  bearing  a  proportion  to  the  body  of  one  to  twenty-five.  This 
double  error  was  shortly  copied  by  Cuvier,  Tiedemann,  and,  as  I  have  myself 
noticed,  by  some  twenty  other  physiologists ;  so  that,  at  the  present  moment,  to 
dispute  the  fact  of  the  common  fowl  having  a  brain  more  than  double  the  size 
of  the  human,  in  proportion' to  its  body,  would  be  to  maintain  a  paradox  coun- 

2  De   Venn.  e.  Nor  Exam.     (Haller,  Disp*  S  Answer  to  Objections  against  the  Doctrines 

Med.  Pract.  i.  n.  25.)  of  Gall,  etc  ,  p.  79. 

s  Insusr  omnium,  v.  Stfmmering,  De  F.  C.  H.  4  Illustrations,  p.  228. 
i.  teo  62. 
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ter  to  the  whole  stream  of  scientific  authority.  The  doctrine  of  the  larger  tb# 
sinus  the  older  the  skull,  stands,  I  believe,  on  no  better  footing.  .  Indeed,  the 
general  opinion,  that  the  brain  contracts  in  the  decline  of  Hfe,  is,  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  very  doubtful,  as  I  may  take  another  opportunity  of  showing. 

As  to  the  effect  of  chronic  insanity  in  amplifying  the  sinuses,  I  am  a  skeptic ; 
for  I  have  seen  no  such  effect  in  the  crania  of  madmen  which  I  have  inspected. 
At  all  events,  admitting  the  phrenological  fancy,  it  could  have  no  influence  on 
the  question,  for  the  statistics  of  insanity  show,  that  there  could  not  be  above 
one  cranium  in  four  hundred  where  madness  could  have  exerted  any  effect 


IV.  — Extent  op  the  Shots. 

Fact.  —  While  the  sinus  is  always  regularly  present,  it,  however,  variet 
appreciably  in  its  extent  For  whilst,  on  the  average,  it  affects  six  or  seven 
organs,  it  is,  however,  impossible  to  determine  whether  it  be  confined  to  one  or 
extended  to  some  seventeen  of  these. 

This  fact  is  counter  to  three  phrenological  fictions : 

Fiction  L  —  The  frontal  sinus  is  a  small  cavity. 

Fiction  II.  —  The  frontal  sinus,  when  present,  affects  only  the  organ  of 
locality. 

Fiction  III.  —  When  the  sinus  does  exist,  it  only  extends  an  obstacle  over 
two  organs  (Size  and  Lower  Individuality),  or  at  most,  partially  affects  a 
third  (Locality). 

Authorities  for  Fiction  I.  —  Mr.  Combe l  maintains  this  fiction,  that  the  frontal 
sinus  "  is  a  small  cavity." 

Authorities  for  Fiction  II.  —  Gall*  contemplates  and  speaks  of  the  sinus  as 
only  affecting  locality ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  Spurzheim,  in  his  earlier 
English  works.8 

Authorities  for  Fiction  III.  —  This  fiction  is  that  into  which  Spurzheim  modi- 
fied his  previous  paradoxes,  when,  in  1825,  he  published  his  "  Phrenology."4 
Mr.  Combe  allows  that  the  sinus,  in  ordinary  cases,  extends  over  locality,  as 
well  as  over  size  and  lower  individuality. 

All  these  fictions  are,  however,  sufficiently  disproved  at  once  by  the  follow- 
ing 

Proof  of  the  Fact.  —  The  phrenologists  term  the  sinus  (when  they  allow  it 
being)  "  a  small  caiity"  Compare  this  with  the  description  given  by  impar- 
tial anatomists  of  these  caverns.  Vidua  Vidius  *  characterizes  them  by  a  spatium 
non  parvum ; "  Banhinus*  styles  them  "  cavitates  insignes ; n  Spigelius/  u  caver- 
ns satis  amplce ; "  Laurentius,*  "  sinus  amplissimi; "  Bartholinus,9  "  cavitates 
amplissima ; "  Petit,10  "grands  cavites  irregulieres ; "  Sabatier,u  "  cavites  larges 

1  System,  p.  82.  6  Anat.  lib.  ill.  c  6. 

*  As  quoted  above.  7  £*  Fabr.  lib.  ii  o.  6. 

S  Phyt.  Sjftt.y  p.  286,  and  Exam,  qf  Obj.p.        8  Hist.  Anat.  lib.  ii.  o.  9. 

79.  '  9  Anat.  lib.  iv.,  c.  6. 

*  P.  116.  10  Palfyn  Ah.  eh.  i  p.  62. 

*  Anat.  Ub.  ii.  e.  2.  U  Anat. 


APPENDIX.  678 

et  profondes ;"  Sommering,1  "cava  ampia;"  Monro,  primus,*  u great  cavi- 
ties;" and  his  grandson,3  "  large  cavities." 

The  phrenologists  farther  assert,  that  in  ordinary  cases  the  frontal  sinus 
covers  only  two  petty  organs  and  a  half;  that  is,  extends  only  a  few  lines 
beyond  the  root  of  the  nose.  Bnt  what  teach  the  anatomists  ?  u  The  frontal 
sinuses,"  says  Portal,4  "  are  much  more  extensive  than  is  generally  believed." 
" In  general"  says  Professor  Walther,5  " the  sinuses  ascend  in  height  nearly 
to  the  middle  of  the  frontal  bone."  Patissier6  observes,  that  "their  extent 
varies  to  infinity,  is  sometimes  stretched  upwards  to  the  frontal  protuberances, 
and  to  the  sides,  as  far  as  the  external  orbitar  apophyses,  as  is  seen  in  many 
crania  in  the  cabinet  of  the  Paris  Faculty  of  Medicine."  Bichat7  delivers  the 
same  doctrine  nearly  in  the  same  words ;  which,  contradicted  by  none,  is  main- 
tained by  Albinus,8  Haller,9  Buddeus,10  Monro  prvnus,n  and  tertius,1*  Blumen- 
bach,13  Sommering,14  Fife,"  Cloquet,M  Velpeau,17  —  and,  in  a  word,  by  every 
osteologist;  for  all  represent  these  cavities  as  endless  in  their  varieties,  and 
extending  not  unfrequently  to  the  outer  angles  of  the  eyebrow,  and  even  to 
the  parietal  bones.  To  finish  by  a  quotation  from  one  of  the  last  and  best 
observers:  "In  relation,"  says  Voigtel,18  "to  their  abnormal  greatness  or 
smallness,  the  differences,  in  this  respect,  whether  in  one  subject  as  compared 
with  another,  or  in  one  sinus  in  relation  to  the  opposite  of  the  same  skull,  are 
of  so  frequent  occurrence  that  they  vary  almost  in  every  cranium.  They  are 
found  so  small,  that  their  depth,  measured  from  before  backwards,  is  hardly 
more  than  a  line;  in  others,  on  the  contrary,  a  space  of  from  four,  five,  to  six 
lines  (i.  e.  half  an  inch),  is  found  between  the  anterior  and  posterior  wall. 
Still  more  remarkable  are  the  variations  of  these  cavities,  in  relation  to  their 
height,  as  they  frequently  rise  from  the  trifling  height  of  four  lines  to  an  inch 
at  the  glabella."  M.  Velpeau,  speaking  of  this  great  and  indeterminable  ex- 
tent of  the  sinus,  adds :  "  this  disposition  must  prevent  us  from  being  able  to 
judge  of  the  volume  of  the  anterior  parts  of  the  brain  by  the  exterior  of  the 
cranium;" — an  observation  sufficiently  obvious  in  relation  to  Phrenology,  and 
previously  made  by  the  present  Dr.  Monro.19 

On  the  sinus  and  its  extent,  two  anatomists  only,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  have 
given  an  articulate  account  of  their  inductions  —  Schulze,  and  the  present  Dr. 
Monro. 

The  former,30  who  wrote  a  distinct  treatise  On  the  Cavities  or  Sinuses  of  the 
Cranial  Bones,  examined  only  ten  skulls,  and  does  not  detail  the  dimensions  of 
each  several  sinus.  After  describing  these  cavities,  which  he  says  "  plerisque 
hominibus  formantur,"  he  adds,  that  u  when  of  a  middling  size  they  hardly 
extend  towards  the  temples  beyond  the  centre  of  the  eye,  where  the  orbital 

l  De  Fab.  i.  sec.  86.  U  OeUoUpar.  Sme,  p.  64. 

8  Osteol.  par  Sue,  p.  64.  IS  Elements. 

8  Elements.  13  Anal. 

4  Anat.  Med.  i.  pp.  102, 288.  14  Anat.  Deser.  1. 1,  sec.  168,  edit.  8. 

5  Abk.  v.  trokn.  Kn.,  p.  188.  W  TraitU  tPAnat.  Chir. 

6  Diet,  des  Sc.  Med,,  t.  61,  p.  872.  IS  De  8m.  Ft.,  p.  8. 

1  Anat.  Desc.,  e.  p.  102.  V  De  Fab.  c.  li.  t.  see.  94. 

8  Annot.  Acad.,  lib.  I.  0*.  U.  ( ?)  18  Path.  anat.  i.  p.  288. 

8  EUm.  v.  p.  188.  18  Elem.  p  183. 

10  Obe.  Anat.,  sec.  8.  80  Loc.  cit. 
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vault  is  highest;  and  if  70a  measure  their  height,  from  the  insertion  of  the 
nasal  bones,  you  will  find  it  equal  to  an  inch.  Such  is  the  condition  of  this 
cavity  when  moderate.  That  there  are  sinuses  far  greater,  was  taught  me  by 
another  inspection  of  a  cranium.  In  this  case,  the  vacuity  on  the  right  did  not 
pass  the  middle  of  the  orbit,  but  that  on  the  led  stretched  so  far  that  it  only 
ended  over  the  external  angle  of  the  eyebrow,  forming  a  cavity  of  at  least  two 
inches  in  breadth.  Its  depth  was  such  as  easily  to  admit  the  least  joint  of  the 
middle  finger.  Its  height,  measured  from  the  root  of  the  nose  on  the  left  side, 
exceeded  two  inches,  on  the  right  it  was  a  little  less ;  the  left  sinus  was,  how* 
ever,  shallower  than  the  rigjit  On  the  left  side  I  have  said  the  cavity  termin- 
ated over  the  external  angle  of  the  orbit  From  this  place,  a  bony  wall  ran 
towards  the  middle  of  the  crista  GaUi,  and  thus  separated  the  sinus  into  a  pos- 
terior and  an  anterior  cavity.  The  posterior  extended  so  far  towards  the  tem- 
ples, that  it  reached  the  place  where  the  frontal  and  sincipetal  bones  and  the 
processes  of  the  sphenoidal  meet.  It  covered  the  whole  arch  of  the  orbit,  so 
that  all  was  here  seen  hollow,"  etc. 

After  describing  sundry  appearances  which  the  sinuses  exhibited  in  another 
skull,  he  observes :  "  It  was  my  fortune  to  see  and  to  obtain  possession  of  one 
cranium  in  which  of  neither  of  the  frontal  nor  the  sphenoidal  cavities  was  there 
any  vestige  whatsoever.  In  this  specimen  the  bones  in  which  these  vacuities 
are  situated  were  thicker  than  usual,  and  more  cavernous ; "  an  observation, 
as  we  have  seen,  made  by  other  anatomists.  However  subversive  of  the  phre- 
nological statement,  it  will  soon  be  seen  that  Schulze  has  understated  the  usual 
extent  of  the  impediment 

Dr.  Monro,1  after  mentioning  that  there  "  were  forty-five  crania  of  adults  in 
the  Anatomical  Museum,  cut  with  a  view  to  exhibit  the  different  sizes  and  forma 
of  the  frontal  sinuses,"  says :  "  I  measured  the  breadth  or  distance  across  the 
forehead ;  the  height  or  distance  upwards  from  the  transverse  suture,  where  it 
divides  the  frontal  bones  and  bones  of  the  nose ;  and  also  the  depth  of  the 
frontal  sinuses;  in  nine  different  skulls  in  which  these  sinuses  were  large.** 
Omitting  the  table,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  in  these  crania  the  average  is  as 
follows :  —  Breadth,  within  a  trifle  of  three  inches ;  height,  one  inch  and  five- 
tenths  ;  depth,  above  one  inch.  Here  the  depth  seems  not  merely  the  distance 
between  the  external  and  internal  tables,  but  the  horizontal  distance  from  the 
glabella  to  the  posterior  wall  of  the  sinus.  These  nine  crania  thus  yield  an 
average,  little  larger  than  an  indifferent  induction ;  and  though  the  sinuses  are 
stated  to  have  been  large,  the  skulls  appear  to  have  been  selected  by  Dr. 
Monro,  not  so  much  in  consequence  of  that  circumstance,  as  because  they  were 
so  cut  as  to  afford  the  means  of  measuring  the  cavity  in  its  three  dimensions. 

By  the  kindness  of  Dr.  Monro  and  Mr.  Mackenzie,  I  was  permitted  to  exam- 
ine all  the  crania  in  the  public  anatomical  museum,  and  in  the  private  collection 
of  the  Professor ;  many  were,  for  the  first  time,  laid  open  for  my  inspection. 
I  was  thus  enabled  to  institute  an  impartial  induction.  A  random  measure- 
ment of  above  thirty  perfect  crania  (laying  aside  three  skulls  of  old  persons,  in 
which  the  cavity  of  the  sinus  was  almost  entirely  occupied  by  a  pumicose 
deposit)  gave  the  following  average  result:  breadth,  two 'inches  four-tenths j 

1  Bkmentt,  1.,  p.  184. 
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height,  one  inch  and  nearly  five-tenths;  depth  (taken  like  Dr.  Monro),  rather 
more  than  eight-tenths  of  an  inch.  What  in  this  induction  was  probably  acci- 
dental, the  sinuses  of  the  female  crania  exhibited  an  average,  in  all  the  three 
dimensions,  almost  absolutely  equal  to  that  of  the  male.  The  relative  size  was 
consequently  greater. 

Before  the  sinuses  of  the  fifty  crania  of  Dr.  Spurzheim's  collection  (of 
which  I  am  immediately  to  speak)  were,  with  the  sanction  of  Professor  Jame- 
son, laid  open  upon  one  side,  I  had  measured  their  three  dimensions  by  the 
probe.  This  certainly  could  not  ascertain  their  full  extent,  as,  among  other 
impediments,  the  probe  is  arrested  by  the  septa,  which  so  frequently  subdivide 
each  sinus  into  lesser  chambers ;  but  the  labor  was  not  to  be  undergone  a  sec- 
ond time,  especially  as  the  proportional  extent  of  these  cavities  is  by  relation 
to  the  phrenological  organs  articulately  exhibited  in  the  table.  As  it  was,  the 
average  obtained  by  the  probe  is  as  follows :  —  In  the  thirty-six  male  crania 
(one  could  not  be  measured  by  the  probe),  the  breadth  was  two  inches  and 
nearly  four-tenths ;  the  height,  one  inch  and  nearly  three-tenths ;  the  depth, 
rather  more  than  one  inch.  In  the  twelve  female  crania  (here,  also,  one  could 
not  be  measured  by  the  probe),  the  breadth  was  one  inch,  and  rather  more 
than  nine-tenths;  the  height,  nearly  one  inch;  the  depth,  within  a  trifle  of 
nine- tenths. 

I  should  notice  that  in  all  these  measurements,  the  thickness  of  the  external 
plate  is  included  in  the  depth. 

So  true  is  the  observation  of  Portal,  that  the  "frontal  sinuses  are  much  more 
extensive  than  is  generally  believed." 

The  collection  of  fifty  crania,  of  which  the  average  size  of  the  frontal  sinuses 
has  been  given  above,  and  of  which  a  detailed  table  of  the  impediment  inter- 
posed by  these  cavities  to  phrenological  observation  now  follows,  was  sent  by 
M.  Royer,  of  the  Jardin  des  Plantes  (probably  by  mistake)  to  the  Royal  Mu- 
seum of  Natural  History  in  Edinburgh ;  the  skulls,  taken  from  the  catacombs 
of  Paris,  having,  under  Dr.  Spurzheim's  inspection,  been  selected  to  illustrate 
the  development  of  the  various  phrenological  organs,  which  development  is 
diligently  marked  on  the  several  crania. 

Thus,  though  I  have  it  in  my  power  to  afford  a  greatly  more  extensive  table, 
the  table  of  these  fifty  crania  is,  for  the  present  purpose,  sufficient    For  — 

1°,  They  constitute  a  complete  and  definite  collection ; 

2°,  A  collection  authoritative  in  all  points  against  the  phrenologists ; 

8°,  One  to  which  it  can  be  objected  by  none,  that  it  affords  only  a  selected 
or  partial  induction  in  a  question  touching  the  frontal  sinus ; 

4°,  It  is  a  collection  patent  to  the  examination  of  the  whole  world ; 

5°,  In  all  the  skulls  a  sinus  has  on  one  side  been  laid  open  to  its  full  extent ; 
the  capacity  of  both  is  thus  easily  ascertained ;  and,  at  the  same  time  with  the 
size  of  the  cavity,  the  thickness  and  salience  of  the  external  frontal  table 
remains  apparent 

Table  exhibiting  the  variable  extent  and  unappreciable  impediment,  in  a 
phrenological  relation,  of  the  Frontal  Sinuses ;  in  a  collection  of  fifty  crania, 
selected,  and  their  development  marked,  under  the  direction  of  Dr.  Spurzheim.: 
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In  these  circumstances  it  is  to  be  observed — 

In  the  first  place,  that,  as  already  noticed,  while  the  developments  of  all  the 
crania  have  been  carefully  marked,  the  presence  of  the  frontal  sinuses  has 
been  signalized  only  in  one  skull  (the  male  No.  19,  xiv.),  in  which  they  are, 
however,  greatly  below  even  the  average. 

In  the  second  place,  that  the  extent  of  the  sinus  varies  indeterminably  from 
an  affection  of  one  to  an  affection  of  sixteen  organs. 

In  the  third  place,  in  this  induction  of  thirty-seven  male  and  thirteen  female 
crania,  the  average  proportional  extent  of  the  sinuses  is  somewhat  less  in  the 
female  than  in  the  male  skulls ;  the  sinus  in  the  former  covering  4.4,  and  affect- 
ing 1.2  organs ;  in  the  latter  covering  5,  and  affecting  2.1  organs.  This  induc- 
tion is,  however,  too  limited,  more  especially  in  the  female  crania,  to  afford  a 
determination  of  the  point,  even  were  it  not  at  variance  with  other  and  more 
extensive  observations. 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  male  crania  exhibit  at  once  the  largest  and  the 
smallest  sinuses.  The  largest  male  sinus  covers  12,  and  affects  4;  while  the 
largest  female  sinus  covers  7,  and  affects  3  organs ;  whereas,  while  the  smallest 
male  sinus  affects  only  1,  the  smallest  female  sinus  covers  2  organs. 

In  the  fifth  place,  so  far  from  supporting  the  phrenological  assertion  that  the 
sinuses  are  only  found,  or  only  found  in  size,  in  the  crania  of  the  old,  this  their 
collection  tends  to  prove  the  very  reverse ;  for  here  we  find  about  the  smallest 
sinuses  in  the  oldest  heads. 


HI    PERCEPTION.— FRAGMENTS.— (See  p.  286.) 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mr.  Stewart.    On  Desk,  May 
1856;  written  Autumn  1855.— Ed.) 

There  are  three  considerations  which  seem  to  have  been  principally  effec- 
tive in  promoting  the  theory  of  a  Mediate  or  Representative  Perception,  and 
by  perception  is  meant  the  apprehension,  through  sense,  of  external  things. 
These  might  operate  severally  or  together. 

The  first  is,  that  such  a  hypothesis  is  necessary  to  render  possible  the  percep- 
tion of  distant  objects.  It  was  taken  as  granted  that  certain  material  realities, 
(as  a  sun,  stars,  etc.),  not  immediately  present  to  sense,  were  cognized  in  a  per- 
ceptive act  These  realities  could  not  be  known  immediately,  or  in  themselves, 
unless  known  as  they  existed ;  and  they  existed  only  as  they  existed  in  their 
place  in  space.  If,  therefore,  the  perceptive  mind  did  not  sally  out  to  them, 
(which,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  theorists,  was  scouted  as  an  impos- 
siblerhypothesis),  an  immediate  perception  behooved  to  be  abandoned,  and  the 
sensitive  cognition  we  have  of  them  must  be  vicarious ;  that  is,  not  of  the  real- 
ities themselves,  as  present  to  our  organs,  and  presented  to  apprehension,  but 
of  something  different  from  the  realities  eternally  existing,  through  which,  how- 
ever, they  are  mediately  represented.  Various  theories  in  regard  to  the  nature 
of  this  mediate  or  vicarious  object  may  be  entertained ;  but  these  may  be  over- 
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passed.     This  first  consideration  alone  was  principally  effectual  among  materi- 
alists :  on  them  the  second  had  no  influence. 

A  second  consideration  was  the  opposite  and  apparently  inconsistent  nature 
of  the  object  and  subject  of  cognition ;  for  here  the  reality  to  be  known  is  ma- 
terial, whereas  the  mind  knowing  is  immaterial ;  while  it  was  long  generally 
believed,  that  what  is  known  must  be  of  an  analogous  essence  (the  same  or 
similar)  to  what  knows.  In  consequence  of  this  persuasion,  it  was  deemed 
impossible  that  the  immaterial,  unextended  mind  could  apprehend  in  itself,  as 
extended,  a  material  reality.  To  explain  the  fact  of  sensitive  perception,  H 
was  therefore  supposed  requisite  to  attenuate  —  to  immaterialize  the  immediate 
object  of  perception,  by  dividing  the  object  known  from  the  reality  existing. 
Perception  thus  became  a  vicarious  or  mediate  cognition,  in  which  the  cor- 
poreal was  said  to  be  represented  by  the  incorporeal 


Perception — Positive  Result. 

1.  We  perceive  only  through  the  senses. 

2.  The  senses  are  corporeal  instruments, — parts  of  our  bodily  organism. 

8.  We  are,  therefore,  percipient  only  through,  or  by  means  of,  the  body.  In 
other  words,  material  and  external  things  are  to  us  only  not  as  zero,  inasmuch 
as  they  are  apprehended  by  the  mind  in  their  relation  with  the  material  organ 
which  it  animates,  and  with  which  it  is  united. 

4.  An  external  existence,  and  an  organ  of  sense,  as  both  material,  can  stand 
in  relation  only  according  to  the  laws  of  matter.  According  to  these  laws, 
things  related,  —  connected,  must  act  and  be  acted  on ;  but  a  thing  can  act 
only  where  it  is.  Therefore  the  thing  perceived,  and  the  percipient  organ, 
must  meet  in  place,  —  must  be  contiguous.  The  consequence  of  this  doctrine 
is  a  complete  simplification  of  the  theory  of  perception,  and  a  return  to  the 
most  ancient  speculation  on  the  point  All  sensible  cognition  is,  in  a  certain 
acceptation,  reduced  to  Touch,  and  this  is  the  very  conclusion  maintained  by 
the  venerable  authority  of  Democritus. 

According  to  this  doctrine,  it  is  erroneous,  in  the  first  place,  to  affirm  that 
we  are  percipient  of  distant,  etc.,  objects. 

It  is  erroneous,  in  the  second  place,  to  say  that  we  perceive  external  things 
in  themselves,  in  the  signification  that  we  perceive  them  as  existing  in  their 
own  nature,  and  not  in  relation  to  the  living  organ.  The  real,  the  total,  the 
only  object  perceived  has,  as  a  relative,  two  phases.  It  may  be  described  either 
as  the  idiopathic  affection  of  the  sense  (I  e.  the  sense  in  relation  to  an  external 
reality),  or  as  the  quality  of  a  thing  actually  determining  6uch  or  such  an 
affection  of  the  sentient  organ  (L  e.  an  external  reality  in  correlation  to  the 
sense). 

A  corollary  of  the  same  doctrine  is,  that  what  have  been  denominated  the 
Primary  Qualities  of  body,  are  only  perceived  through  the  Secondary;  in  fact, 
Perception  Proper  cannot  be  realized  except  through  Sensation  Proper.  But 
synchronous. 

The  object  of  perception  is  an  affection,  not  of  the  mind  as  apart  from  body, 
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not  of  the  body  as  apart  from  mind,  but  of  the  composite  formed  by  union  of 
the  two;  that  is,  of  the  animated  or  living  organism  (Aristotle). 

In  the  process  of  perception  there  is  required  both  an  act  of  the  conscious 
mind  and  a  passion  of  the  affected  body ;  the  one  without  the  other  is  nulL 
Galen  has,  therefore,  well  said,  "  Sensitive  perception  is  not  a  mere  passive  or 
affective  change,  but  the  discrimination  of  an  affective  change." l  (Aristotle,  — 
judgment) 

Perception  supposes  Consciousness,  and  Consciousness  supposes  Memory 
and  Judgment ;  for,  abstract  Consciousness,  and  there  is  no  Perception ;  ab- 
stract Memory,  or  Judgment,  and  Consciousness  is  abolished.  (Hobbes,  — 
Memory;  Aristotle,  —  Judgment  of  Sense.)  Memory,  Recollection;  for 
change  is  necessary  to  Consciousness,  and  change  is  only  to  be  apprehended 
through  the  faculty  of  Remembrance.  Hobbes  has,  therefore,  truly  said  of 
Perception,  —  "  Sentire  semper  idem,  et  non  sentire,  ad  idem  recident"  *  But 
there  could  be  no  discriminative  apprehension,  supposing  always  memory  with- 
out an  act  whereby  difference  was  affirmed,  or  sameness  denied;  that  is, 
without  an  act  of  Judgment  Aristotle  *  is,  therefore,  right  in  making  Per- 
ception a  Judgment 


IV.    LAWS  OP  THOUGHT.— (See  p.  527.) 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mr.  Stewart.    On  Desk,  May 
1856;  written  Autumn,  1855. — Ed.) 

The  doctrine  of  Contradiction,  or  of  Contradictories  (&{f*pa  rfjs  lumfdirm), 
that  Affirmation  or  Negation  is  a  necessity  of  thought,  whilst  Affirmation  and 
Negation  are  incompatible,  is  developed  into  three  sides  or  phases,  each  of 
which  implies  both  the  others, — phases  which  may  obtain,  and  actually  have 
received,  severally,  the  name  of  Law,  Principle,  or  Axiom.  Neglecting  the 
historical  order  in  which  these  were  scientifically  named  and  articulately 
developed,  they  are  : 

1°,  The  Law,  Principle,  or  Axiom,  of  Identity,  which,  in  regard  to  the  same 
thing,  immediately  or  directly  enjoins  the  affirmation  of  it  with  itself,  and  medi- 
ately or  indirectly  prohibits  its  negation :  (-4  is  A.) 

2°,  The  Law,  etc.,  of  Contradiction  (properly  -Noncontradiction),  which,  in 
regard  to  contradictories,  explicitly  enjoining  their  reciprocal  negation,  implic- 
itly prohibits  their  reciprocal  affirmation :  (A  is  not  Not- A.)  In  other  words, 
contradictories  are  thought  as  existences  incompatible  at  the  same  time,  —  as  at 
once  mutually  exclusive. 

8°,  The  Law,  etc.,  of  Excluded  Middle  or  Third,  which  declares  that,  whilst 
contradictories  are  only  two,  everything,  if  explicitly  thought,  must  be  thought 
as  of  these  either  the  one  or  the  other :  (A  is  either  B  or  Not-B.)  In  different 
terms :  —  Affirmation  and  negation  of  the  same  thing,  in  the  same  respect,  have 
no  conceivable  medium;  whilst  anything  actually  may,  and  virtually  must,  be 

l  See  Rtitfs  Works,  p.  878.  —  En.  *  See  JWrf,— £p.  »  See  Aid.— Ed. 
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either  affirmed  or  denied  of  anything.  In  other  words:  —  Every  predicate  is 
true  or  false  of  every  subject;  or,  contradictories  are  thought  as  incompossible, 
but,  at  the  same  time,  the  one  or  the  other  as  necessary.  The  argument  from 
Contradiction  is  omnipotent  within  its  sphere,  but  that  sphere  is  narrow.  It 
has  the  following  limitations : 

1°,  It  is  negative,  not  positive ;  it  may  refute,  but  it  is  incompetent  to  estab- 
lish. It  may  show  what  is  not,  but  never  of  itself,  what  is.  It  is  exclusively 
Logical  or  Formal,  not  Metaphysical  or  real ;  it  proceeds  on  a  necessity  of 
thought,  but  never  issues  in  an  Ontology  or  knowledge  of  existence. 

2°,  It  is  dependent;  to  act  it  presupposes  a  counter-proposition  to  act  from. 

3°,  It  is  explicative,  not  ampliative;  it  analyzes  what  is  given,  but  does 
not  originate  information,  or  add  anything,  through  itself,  to  our  stock  of 
knowledge. 

4°,  But,  what  is  its  principal  defect,  it  is  partial,  not  thorough-going.  It 
leaves  many  of  the  most  important  problems  of  our  knowledge  out  of  its  deter- 
mination ;  and  is,  therefore,  all  too  narrow  in  its  application  as  a  universal 
criterion  or  instrument  of  judgment  For  were  we  left,  in  our  reasonings,  to  a 
dependence  on  the  principle  of  Contradiction,  we  should  be  unable  compe- 
tently to  attempt  any  argument  with  regard  to  some  of  the  most  interesting 
and  important  questions.  For  there  are  many  problems  in  the  philosophy  of 
mind  where  the  solution  necessarily  lies  between  what  are,  to  us,  the  one  or 
the  other  of  two  counter,  and,  therefore,  incompatible  alternatives,  neither  of 
which  are  we  able  to  conceive  as  possible,  but  of  which,  by  the  very  conditions 
of  thought,  we  are  compelled  to  acknowledge  that  the  one  or  the  other  cannot 
but  be ;  and  it  is  as  supplying  this  deficiency,  that  what  has  been  called  the 
argument  from  Common  Sense  becomes  principally  useful. 

The  principle  of  Contradiction,  or  rather  of  Non-contradiction,  appears  in 
two  forms,  and  each  of  these  has  a  different  application. 

In  the  first  place  (what  may  be  called  the  Logical  application),  it  declares 
that,  of  Contradictories,  two  only  are  possible  in  thought ;  and  that  of  these 
alternatives  the  one  or  the  other,  exclusively,  is  thought  as  necessarily  true. 
This  phasis  of  the  law  is  unilateral ;  for  it  is  with  a  consciousness  or  cognition 
that  the  one  contradictory  is  necessarily  true,  and  the  other  contradictory  nec- 
essarily false.  This  one  logical  phasis  of  the  law  is  well  known,  and  has  been 
fully  developed. 

In  the  second  place  (what  may  be  called  the  Psychological  application), 
while  it  necessarily  declares  that,  of  Contradictories,  both  cannot,  but  one 
must,  be,  still  bilaterally  admits  that  we  may  be  unable  positively  to  think  the 
possibility  of  either  alternative.  This,  the  psychological  phasis  of  the  law,  is 
comparatively  unknown,  and  has  been  generally  neglected.  Thus,  Existence 
we  cannot  but  think,  —  cannot  but  attribute  in  thought ;  nevertheless  we  can 
actually  conceive  neither  of  these  contradictory  alternatives,  —  the  absolute 
commencement,  the  infinite  non-commencement,  of  being.  As  it  is  with  Exist- 
ence, so  is  it  with  Time.  We  cannot  think  time  beginning ;  we  cannot  think 
time  not  beginning.  So  also  with  Space.  We  are  unable  to  conceive  an  exist- 
ence out  of  space ;  yet  we  are  equally  unable  to  compass  the  notion  of  illimit 
able  or  infinite  space.     Our  capacity  of  thought  is  thus  peremptorily  proved 
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incompetent  to  what  we  necessarily  think  about;  for,  whilst  what  we  think 
about  must  be  thought  to  Exist,  —  to  exist  in  Time,  —  to  exist  in  Space,  —  we 
are  unable  to  realize  the  counter-notions  of  Existence  commencing  or  not  com- 
mencing, whether  in  Time  or  in  Space.  And  thus,  whilst  Existence,  Time, 
and  Space,  are  the  indispensable  conditions,  forms,  or  categories  of  actual 
thought,  still  are  we  unable  to  conceive  either  of  the  counter-alternatives,  in 
one  or  other  of  which  we  cannot  but  admit  that  they  exist  These  and  such 
like  impotencies  of  positive  thought  have,  however,  as  I  have  stated,  been 
strangely  overlooked. 


V.    THE  CONDITIONED. 

(a.)    Kant's  Analysis  of  Judgments. — (See  page  532.) 

(Fragment  from  Early  Papers,  probably  before  1836. — Ed.) 

Kant  analyzed  judgments  (a  priori)  into  analytic  or  identical  [or  explicative], 
and  synthetical,  or  [ampliative,  non-identical].  Great  fame  from  this.  But  he 
omitted  a  third  kind,  — those  that  the  mind  is  compelled  to  form  by  a  law  of 
its  nature,  but  which  can  neither  be  reduced  to  analytic  judgments,  because 
they  cannot  be  subordinated  to  the  law  of  Contradiction,  nor  to  synthetical, 
because  they  do  not  seem  to  spring  from  a  positive  power  of  mind,  but  only 
arise  from  the  inability  of  the  mind  to  conceive  the  contrary. 

In  Analytic  judgments  —  (principle  of  contradiction)  —  we  conceive  the  one 
alternative  as  necessary,  and  the  other  as  impossible.  In  Synthetic  judgments, 
we  conceive  the  affirmative  as  necessary,  but  not  [its  negation  as  self-contra- 
dictory]. 

Would  it  not  be  better  to  make  the  synthetic  of  two  kinds  —  a  positive  and 
negative  ?  Had  Kant  tried  whether  his  synthetic  judgments  a  priori  were  pos- 
itive or  negative,  he  would  have  reached  the  law  of  the  Conditioned,  which 
would  have  given  a  totally  new  aspect  to  his  Critique,  —  simplified,  abolished 
the  distinction  of  Verstand  and  Vernunft,  which  only  positive  and  negative,  (at 
least  as  a  faculty  conceiving  the  Unconditioned,  and  left  it  only,  as  with 
Jacobi,  the  Now,  the  locus  principiorum, — the  faculty, — revelation,  of  the  prim- 
itive facts  or  faiths  of  consciousness,  —  the  Common  Sense  of  Reid),  the  dis- 
tinction of  Begriffe  and  Ideen,  and  have  reduced  his  whole  Categories  and 
Ideas  to  the  category  of  the  Conditioned  and  its  subordinates. 

********* 

(1853,  November).  —  There  are  three  degrees  or  epochs  which  we  must 
distinguish  in  philosophical  speculation  touching  the  Necessary. 

In  the  first,  which  we  may  call  the  Aristotelic  or  Platonico-Aristotelic,  the 
Necessary  was  regarded,  if  not  exclusively,  principally  and  primarily,  in  an 
objective  relation; — at  least  the  objective  and  subjective  were  not  discrimin- 
ated; and  it  was  defined  that  of  which  the  existence  of  the  opposite, — con- 
trary,— is  impossible — what  could  not  but  be. 

86 
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la  the  second,  which  we  may  call  the  Leibnitzian  or  Leibnittio-Kantiaii,  the 
Necessary  was  regarded  primarily  in  a  subjective  respect,  and  it  was  denned 
that  of  which  the  thought  of  the  opposite, — contrary,  —  is  impossible  —  what 
we  cannot  but  think.  It  was  taken  for  granted,  that  what  we  cannot  think 
cannot  be,  and  what  we  must  think,  must  be ;  and  from  hence  there  was  also 
inferred,  without  qualification,  that  this  subjective  necessity  affords  the  dis- 
criminating criterion  o£  our  native  or  a  priori  cognitions,  —  notions  and  judg- 
ments. 

But  a  third  discrimination  was  requisite ;  for  the  necessity  of  thought  be* 
hooved  to  be  again  distinguished  into  two  kinds.  —  (See  Discussions,  2d  edit 
Addenda.) 

(6)    CONTRADICTIONS    PROVING    THB    PSYCHOLOGICAL    THEORT    OF   TH*    CON- 
DITIONED.—  (July  1852.) 

1.  Finite  cannot  comprehend,  contain  the  Infinite.  —  Yet  an  inch  or  minute, 
say,  are  finites,  and  are  divisible  ad  infinitum,  that  is,  their  terminated  division 
incogi  table. 

2.  Infinite  cannot  be  terminated  or  begun. — Yet  eternity  ab  ante  ends  now ; 
and  eternity  a  post  begins  now.  —  So  apply  to  Space. 

8.  There  cannot  be  two  infinite  maxima.  —  Yet*  eternity  ab  ante  and  a  post 
are  two  infinite  maxima  of  time. 

4.  Infinite  maximum  if  cut  into  two,  the  halves  cannot  be  each  infinite,  for 
nothing  can  be  greater  than  infinite,  and  thus  they  could  not  be  parts;  nor 
finite,  for  thus  two  finite  halves  would  make  an  infinite  whole. 

qnantltfefl 

5.  What  contains  infinite  extensions,  protensions,  intensions,  cannot  be 
passed  through,  —  come  to  an  end.  An  inch,  a  minute,  a  degree  contains 
these ;  ergo,  etc.  Take  a  minute.  This  contains  an  infinitude  of  protended 
quantities,  which  must  follow  one  after  another ;  but  an  infinite  series  of  suc- 
cessive protensions  can,  ex  termino,  never  be  ended;  ergo,  etc. 

6.  An  infinite  maximum  cannot  but  be  all  inclusive.  Time  ab  ante  and  a 
post  infinite  and  exclusive  of  each  other;  ergo. 

7.  An  infinite  number  of  quantities  must  make  up  either  an  infinite  or  a 
finite  whole.  L  The  former.  —  But  an  inch,  a  minute,  a  degree,  contain  each 
an  infinite  number  of  quantities ;  therefore,  an  inch,  a  minute,  a  degree,  are 
each  infinite  wholes ;  which  is  absurd.  II.  The  latter.  —  An  infinite  number 
of  quantities  would  thus  make  up  a  finite  quantity ;  which  is  equally  absurd. 

8.  If  we  take  a  finite  quantity  (as  an  inch,  a  minute,  a  degree),  it  would 
appear  equally  that  there  are,  and  that  there  are  not,  an  equal  number  of 
quantities  between  these  and  a  greatest,  and  between  these  and  a  least1 

9.  An  absolutely  quickest  motion  is  that  which  passes  from  one  point  to 
another  in  space  in  a  minimum  of  time.  But  a  quickest  motion  from  one  point 
to  another,  say  a  mile  distance v  and  from  one  to  another,  say  a  million  million 
of  miles,  is  thought  the  same ;  which  is  absurd. 

10.  A  wheel  turned  with  quickest  motion ;  if  a  spoke  be  prolonged,  it  will 

1  8m  Botoovteh  on  Stay,  Philosopkia  Recent  tor,  i.  p.  284,  edit.  1706. 
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therefore  be  moved  by  a  motion  quicker  than  the  quickest.    The  same  may  be 
shown  using  the  rim  and  the  nave. 

11.  Contradictory  are  Boscovich  Points,  which  occupy  space,  and  are  inex- 
tended.1    Dynamism,  therefore,  inconceivable.     E  contra, 

1 2.  Atomism  also  inconceivable ;  for  this  supposes  atoms,  —  minima  extended 
but  indivisible. 

13.  A  quantity,  say  a  foot,  has  an  infinity  of  parts.  Any  part  of  this  quan- 
tity, say  an  inch,  has  also  an  infinity.  But  one  infinity  is  not  larger  than 
another.    Therefore,  an  inch  is  equal  to  a  foot* 

14.  If  two  divaricating  lines  are  produced  ad  infinitum  from  a  point  'where 
they  form  an  acute  angle,  like  a  pyramid,  the  base  will  be  infinite  and,  at  the 
same  time,  not  infinite;  1°,  Because  terminated  by  two  points;  and,  2°,  Be- 
cause shorter  than  the  sides;8  3°,  Base  could  not  be  drawn,  because  sides 
infinitely  long.4 

15.  An  atom,  as  existent,  must  be  able  to  be  turned  round.  But  if  turned 
round,  it  must  have  a  right  and  left  hand,  etc.,  and  these  its  signs  must  change 
their  place ;  therefore,  be  extended^ 


(c.)  Philosophy  of  Absolute— Distinctions  of  Mode  of  Reaching  it. 

I.  Some  carry  the  Absolute  by  assault,  —  by  a  single  leap,  —  place  them- 
selves at  once  in  the  absolute,  —  take  it  as  a  datum;  others  climb  to  it  by 
degrees,  —  mount  to  the  absolute  from  the  conditioned,  —  as  a  result 

Former  —  Plotinus,  Schelling;  latter  —  Hegel,  Cousin,  are  examples. 

IT.  Some  place  cognition  of  Absolute  above,  and  in  opposition  to  conscious- 
ness,—  conception,  —  reflection,  the  conditions  of  which  are  difference,  plu- 
rality, and,  in  a  word,  condition,  limitation.     (Plotinus,  Schelling.)     Others  do  / 
not,  but  reach  it  through  consciousness,  etc. — the  consciousness  of  difference,  . 
contrast,  etc. ;  giving,  when  sifted,  a  cognition  of  identity  (absolute).     (Hegel, 
Cousin.) 

IIL  Some,  to  realize  a  cognition  of  Absolute,  abolish  the  logical  laws  of  Con* 
tradiction  and  Excluded  Middle  (as  Cusa,  Schelling,  Hegel.  Plotinus  is  not 
explicit.).    Others  do  not  (as  Cousin). 

IV.  Some  explicitly  hold,  that,  as  the  Absolute  is  absolutely  one,  cognition 
and  existence  must  coincide ;  —  to  know  the  absolute  is  to  be  the  absolute,  — 
to  know  the  absolute  is  to  be  God.  Others  do  not  explicitly  assert  this,  but 
only  hold  the  impersonality  of  reason, — a  certain  union  with  God;  in  holding 
that  we  are  conscious  of  eternal  truths  as  in  the  divine  mind.  (Augustin, 
Malebranche,  Price,  Cousin.) 

J  See  Boeoovioh,  i.  p.  804.  4  See  Carleton,  [Philosophia  Univtnn,  Avctori 

t  See  Tellez,  quoted  by  F.  Borne  8 pel,  [Ply*  Tkoma  Tomptono  Cartoon,  Antvapia,  p.  892, 

to,  pare  I.  tract  ill.  disp.  I.  dub.  4,  p.  154, edit.  1049.  —  Ed.) 

1662  —  Ed.  J  *  8ce  Kant  in  Krug's  Mttapkymk,  p.  198. 
*  See  Bome  Spei.  Physica,  [pan.  L  tract  ill. 

dlap.  1.  dub.  2,  p.  188.  *~  Ed.] 
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Y.  Some  carry  up  man  into  the  Deity  (as  Schelling).  Others  bring  down 
the  Deity  to  man ;  in  whose  philosophy  the  latter  is  the  highest  manifestation 
of  the  former,  —  man  apex  of  Deity. 

I*.  Some  think  Absolute  can  be  known  as  an  object  of  knowledge,— a  no- 
tion of  absolute  competent;  others  that  to  know  the  absolute  we  must  be  the 
absolute  (Schelling,  Plotinus?). 

*  Some  [hold]  that  unconditioned  is  to  be  believed,  not  known ;  others  that 
it  can  be  known.1 

(d.)    Sib  W.  Hamilton  to  Mb.  Henry  Caldbbwood. 

Cordalk,  26th  Sept,  1854. 

My  Dear  Sir  :  I  received  a  few  days  ago  your  Philosophy  of  the  Infinite, 
and  beg  leave  to  return  you  my  best  thanks,  both  for  the  present  of  the  book 
itself,  and  for  the  courteous  manner  in  which  my  opinions  are  therein  contro- 
verted. The  ingenuity  with  which  your  views  are  maintained,  does  great 
credit  to  your  metaphysical  ability ;  and,  however  I  may  differ  from  them,  it 
gives  me  great  satisfaction  to  recognize  the  independence  of  thought  by  which 
they  are  distinguished,  and  to  acknowledge  the  candid  spirit  in  which  you 
have  written. 

At  the  same  time,  I  regret  that  my  doctrines  (briefly  as  they  are  promul- 
gated on  this  abstract  subject)  have  been,  now  again,  so  much  mistaken,  more 
especially  in  their  theological  relations.  In  fact,  it  seems  to  me,  that  your 
admissions  would,  if  adequately  developed,  result  in  establishing  the  very 
opinions  which  I  maintain,  and  which  you  so  earnestly  set  yourself  to 
controvert 

In  general,  I  do  not  think  that  yon  have  taken  sufficiently  into  account  the 
following  circumstances : 

1°,  That  the  Infinite  which  I  contemplate  is  considered  only  as  in  thought; 
the  Infinite  beyond  thought  being,  it  may  be,  an  object  of  belief,  but  not  of 
knowledge.     This  consideration  obviates  many  of  your  objections. 

2°,  That  the  sphere  of  our  belief  is  much  more  extensive  than  the  sphere  of 
our  knowledge ;  and,  therefore,  when  I  deny  that  the  Infinite  can  by  us  be 
knoum,  I  am  far  from  denying  that  by  us  it  is,  must,  and  ought  to  be,  believed. 
This  I  have  indeed  anxiously  evinced,  both  by  reasoning  and  authority. 
When,  therefore,  you  maintain,  that  in  denying  to  man  any  positive  cognizance 
of  the  Infinite,  I  virtually  extenuate  his  belief  in  the  infinitude  of  Deity,  I  must 
hold  you  to  be  wholly  wrong,  in  respect  both  of  my  opinion,  and  of  the  theo- 
logical dogma  itself. 

Assuredly,  I  maintain  that  an  infinite  God  cannot  be  by  us  (positively)  com- 
prehended. But  the  Scriptures,  and  all  theologians  worthy  of  the  name,  assert 
the  same.  Some  indeed  of  the  latter,  and,  among  them,  some  of  the  most  illus- 
trious Fathers,  go  the  length  of  asserting,  that "  an  understood  God  is  no  God 
at  all,"  and  that,  u  if  we  maintain  God  to  be  as  we  can  think  that  he  is,  we  blas- 
pheme." Hence  the  assertion  of  Augustin ; "  Deuin  potius  ignorantia  quan> 
scientia  attingi," 

1  Cf.  Discussions,  p.  12 el «*?.  — Ed. 
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3°,  That  there  is  a  fundamental  difference  between  The  Infinite  (rh'Ev  «al 
nav,)  and  a  relation  to  which  we  may  apply  the  term  infinite.  Thus,  Time  and 
Space  must  be  excluded  from  the  supposed  notion  of  The  Infinite ;  for  The 
Infinite,  if  postively  thought  it  could  be,  must  be  thought  as  under  neither 
Space  nor  Time. 

But  I  would  remark  specially  on  some  essential  points  of  your  doctrine; 
and  these  I  shall  take  up  without  order,  as  they  present  themselves  to  my 
recollection. 

You  maintain  (passim)  that  thought,  conception,  knowledge,  is  and  must  be 
finite,  whilst  the  object  of  Oiought,  etc.,  may  be  infinite.  This  appears  to  me  to 
be  erroneous,  and  even  contradictory.  An  existence  can  only  be  an  object  of 
thought,  conception,  knowledge,  inasmuch  as  it  is  an  object  thought,  conceived, 
known ;  as  such  only  does  it  form  a  constituent  of  the  circle  of  thought,  con- 
ception, knowledge.  A  thing  may  be  partly  known,  conceived,  thought,  partly 
unknown,  etc.  But  that  part  of  it  only  which  is  thought,  can  be  an  object  of 
thought,  etc. ;  whereas  the  part  of  it  not  thought,  etc.,  is,  as  far  as  thought,  etc., 
is  concerned,  only  tantamount  to  zero.  The  infinite,  therefore,  in  this  point  of 
view,  can  be  no  object  of  thought,  etc. ;  for  nothing  can  be  more  self-repugnant 
than  the  assertion,  that  we  know  the  infinite  through  a  finite  notion,  or  have  a 
finite  knowledge  of  an  infinite  object  of  knowledge. 

But  you  assert  (passim)  that  we  have  a  knowledge,  a  notion  of  the  infinite ; 
at  the  same  time  asserting  (passim)  that  this  knowledge  or  notion  is  u  inad- 
equate," —  "  partial," — "  imperfect," — "  limited," — "  not  in  all  its  extent," — 
" incomplete," — "only  to  some  extent," — "in  a  certain  sense," — "indis- 
tinct," etc.,  etc. 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  this  assertion  is  in  contradiction  of  what  you  also 
maintain,  that "  the  infinite  is  one  and  indivisible  "  (pp.  25,  26,  226) ;  that  is 
that  having  no  parts,  it  cannot  be  partially  known.  But,  in  the  second  place, 
this  also  subverts  the  possibility  of  conceiving,  of  knowing,  the  Infinite ;  for  as 
partial,  inadequate,  not  in  all  its  extent,  etc.,  our  conception  includes  some  part 
only  of  the  object  supposed  infinite,  and  does  not  include  the  rest  Our  knowl- 
edge is,  therefore,  by  your  own  account,  limited  and  finite ;  consequently,  you 
implicitly  admit  that  we  have  no  knowledge,  at  least  no  positive  knowledge,  of 
the  infinite. 

Neither  can  I  surmise  how  we  should  ever  come  to  know  that  the  object  thus 
partially  conceived  is  in  itself  infinite ;  seeing  that  we  are  denied  the  power  of 
knowing  it  as  infinite,  that  is,  not  partially,  not  inadequately,  not  in  some  parts 
only  of  its  extent,  etc.,  but  totally,  adequately,  in  its  whole  extent,  etc. ;  in 
other  words,  under  the  criteria  compatible  with  the  supposition  of  infinitude. 
For,  as  you  truly  observe,  "everything  short  of  the  infinite  is  limited" 
(p.  223). 

Again,  as  stated,  you  describe  the  infinite  to  be  "  one  and  indivisible."  But, 
to  conceive  as  inseparable  into  parts,  an  entity  which,  not  excluding,  in  fact 
includes,  the  worlds  of  mind  and  matter,  is  for  the  human  intellect  utterly 
improbable.  And  does  not  the  infinite  contain  the  finite  ?  If  it  does,  then  it 
contains  what  has  parts,  and  is  divisible ;  if  it  does  not,  then  is  it  exclusive :  the 
finite  is  out  of  the  infinite :  and  the  infinite  is  conditioned,  limited,  restricted,— 
finite* 
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Yon  controvert  (p.  233,  alibi)  my  assertion,  that  to  conceive  a  tiling  in  rela- 
tion, is,  ipso  facto,  to  conceive  it  as  finite,  and  yon  maintain  that  the  relative  is 
not  incompatible  with  infinity,  unless  it  be  also  restrictive.  Bat  restrictive  I 
hold  the  relative  always  to  be,  and,  therefore,  incompatible  with  The  Infinite 
in  the  more  proper  signification  of  the  term,  though  infinity,  in  a  looser  signifi- 
cation, may  be  applied  to  it  My  reasons  for  this  are  the  following :  A  relation 
is  always  a  particular  point  of  view;  consequently,  the  things  thought  as  rel- 
ative and  correlative  are  always  thought  restrictively,  in  so  far  as  the  thought 
of  the  one  discriminates  and  excludes  the  other,  and  likewise  all  things  not 
conceived  in  the  same  special  or  relative  point  of  view.  Thus,  if  we  think  of 
Socrates  and  Xanthippe  under  the  matrimonial  relation,  not  only  do  the 
thoughts  of  Socrates  and  Xanthippe  exclude  each  other  as  separate  existences, 
and,  pro  tanto,  therefore  are  restrictive ;  but  thinking  of  Socrates  as  husband, 
this  excludes  our  conception  of  him  as  citizen,  etc.,  etc.  Or,  to  take  an  ex- 
ample from  higher  relatives:  what  is  thought  as  the  object  excludes  what  is 
viewed  as  the  subject,  of  thought ;  and  hence  the  necessity  which  compelled 
Schelling  and  other  absolutists  to  place  The  Absolute  in  the  indifference  of  sub- 
ject and  object,  of  knowledge  and  existence.  Again :  we  conceive  God  in 
the  relation  of  Creator,  and  in  so  far  as  we  merely  conceive  Him  as  Creator,  we 
do  not  conceive  him  as  unconditioned,  as  infinite ;  for  there  are  many  other  rela- 
tions of  the  Deity  under  which  we  may  conceive  Him,  but  which  are  not 
included  in  the  relation  of  Creator.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as  we  conceive  God 
only  in  this  relation,  our  conception  of  Him  is  manifestly  restrictive.  Farther, 
the  created  universe  is,  and  you  assert  it  to  be  (pp.  175,  180,  229),  finite. 
The  creation  is,  therefore,  an  act,  of  however  great,  of  finite  power ;  and  the 
Creator  is  thus  thought  only  in  a  finite  capacity.  God,  in  his  own  nature,  is 
infinite ;  but  we  do  not  positively  think  Him  as  infinite,  in  thinking  Him  under 
the  relation  of  the  Creator  of  a  finite  creation.  Finally,  let  us  suppose  the 
created  universe  (which  you  do  not)  to  be  infinite ;  in  that  case  we  should  be 
reduced  to  the  dilemma  of  asserting  two  infinities,  which  is  contradictory,  or  of 
asserting  the  supernal  absurdity,  that  (rod  the  Creator  is  finite,  and  the  uni- 
verse createjjl  by  Him  is  infinite. 

In  connection  with  this,  you  expressly  deny  Space  and  Time  to  be  restric- 
tions, whilst  you  admit  them  to  be  necessary  conditions  of  thought  (p.  103— 
117).    I  hold  them  both  to  be  restrictive. 

In  the  first  place,  take  Space,  or  Extension.  Now  what  is  conceived  as 
extended,  does  it  not  exclude  the  unextended  ?  Does  it  not  include  body,  to 
the  exclusion  of  mind  ?    Pro  tanto,  therefore,  space  is  a  limitation,  a  restriction. 

In  the  same  way  Time,  —  is  it  not  restrictive  in  excluding  the  Deity,  who 
must  be  held  to  exist  above  or  beyond  the  condition  of  time  or  succession  ? 
This,  His  existence,  we  must  believe  as  real,  though  we  cannot  positively  think, 
conceive,  understand  its  possibility.  Time,  like  Space,  thus  involving  limi- 
tation, both  must  be  excluded,  as  has  been  done  by  Schelling,  from  the  sphere,— 
from  the  supposed  notion  of  the  infinito-absolute,  — 

"  Whose  kingdom  is  where  Time  end  8ptoe  axe  not." 
You  ask,  if  we  had  not  a  positive  notion  of  the  thing,  how  such  a  name  as 
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In/info  could  be  introduced  into  language  (p.  58).  The  answer  to  this  is  easy. 
In  the  first  place,  the  word  Infinite  (infinitum,  bntpov)  is  negative,  expressing 
the  negation  of  limits;  and  I  believe  that  this  its  negative  character  holds  good 
in  all  languages.  In  the  second  place,  the  question  is  idle;  for  we  have  many 
words  which,  more  directly  and  obtrusively  expressing  a  negation  of  thought, 
are  extant  in  every  language,  as  incogitable,  unthinkable,  incomprehensible,  in- 
conceivable, unimaginable,  nonsense,  etc.,  etc. ;  whilst  the  term  infinite  directly 
denotes  only  the  negation  of  limits,  and  only  indirectly  a  negation  of  thought 

I  may  here  notice  what  you  animadvert  on  (p.  60,  76),  the  application  of 
the  term  notion,  etc.,  to  what  cannot  be  positively  conceived.  At  best  this  is 
merely  a  verbal  objection  against  an  abuse  of  language ;  but  I  hardly  think  it 
valid.  The  term  notion  can,  I  think,  be  not  improperly  applied  to  what  we  are 
unable  positively  to  construe  in  thought,  and  which  we  understand  only  by  a 
problematic  supposition.  A  round  square  cannot  certainly  be  represented; 
but,  understanding  what  is  hypothetically  required,  the  union  of  the  attribute 
round  with  the  attribute  square,  I  may  surely  say,  "  the  notion  round-square  is 
a  representative  impossibility."   - 

You  misrepresent,  in  truth  reverse,  my  doctrine,  in  saying  (p.  169)  that  I 
hold  u  God  cannot  act  as  a  cause,  for  the  unconditioned  cannot  exist  in*  rela- 
tion.'' I  never  denied,  or  dreamed  of  denying,  that  the  Deity,  though  infinite, 
though  unconditioned,  could  act  in  a  finite  relation.  I  only  denied,  in  oppo- 
sition to  Cousin,  that  so  He  must  True  it  is,  indeed,  that  in  thinking  God 
under  relation,  we  do  not  then  think  Him,  even  negatively,  as  infinite ;  and  in 
general,  whilst  always  believing  Him  to  be  infinite,  we  are  ever  unable  to  con- 
strue to  our  minds,  —  positively  to  conceive,  —  His  attribute  itself  of  infinity. 
This  is  "  unsearchable."  This  is  "  past  finding  out"  What  I  have  said  as  to 
the  infinite  being,  (subjectively)  inconceivable,  does  not  at  all  derogate  from 
our  belief  of  its  (objective)  reality.  In  fact,  the  main  scope  of  my  speculation 
is  to  show  articulately  that  we  must  believe,  as  actual,  much  that  we  are  unable 
(positively)  to  conceive,  as  even  possible. 

I  should  have  wished  to  make  some  special  observations  on  your  seventh 
chapter,  in  relation  to  Causality ;  for  I  think  your  objections  to  my  theory  of 
causation  might  be  easily  obviated.  Assuredly  that  theory  applies  equally  to 
mind  and  matter.  These,  however,  I  must  omit  But  what  can  be  more  con- 
tradictory than  your  assertion  "  that  creation  is  conceived,  and  is  by  us  con- 
ceivable, only  as  the  origin  of  existence,  by  the  fiat  of  the  Deity?"  (p.  156.) 
Was  the  Deity  not  existent  before  the  creation  t  or  did  the  non-existent  Deity  at 
the  creation  originate  existence?  I  do  not  dream  of  imputing  to  you  such 
absurdities.  But  you  must  excuse  me  in  saying,  that  there  is  infinitely  less 
ground  to  wrest  my  language  (as  you  seem  to  do)  to  the  assertion  of  a  material 
Pantheism,  than  to  suppose  you  guilty  of  them. 

Before  concluding,  I  may  notice  your  denial  (p.  108)  of  my  statement,  that 
time  present  is  conceivable  only  as  a  line  in  which  the  past  and  future  limit 
each  other.  As  a  position  of  time  (time  is  a  protensive  quantity),  the  present, 
if  positively  conceived,  must  have  a  certain  duration,  and  that  duration  can  be 
measured  and  stated.  Now,  does  the  present  endure  for  an  hour,  a  minute,  a 
second,  or  for  any  part  of  a  second  ?  If  you  state  what  length  of  duration  it 
contains,  you  are  lost     So  true  is  the  observation  of  St  Ajugustin. 
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These  are  but  a  few  specimens  of  the  mode  in  which  I  think  your  objection* 
to  my  theory  of  the  infinite  may  be  met.  But,  however  scanty  and  imperfect, 
I  have  tired  myself  in  their  dictation,  and  most,  therefore,  now  leave  them, 
without  addition  or  improvement,  to  your  candid  consideration.  —  Believe  me, 
my  dear  sir,  very  truly  yours, 

(Signed)  W.  HAMILTON. 


(e.)    Doctbixb  of  Relation. 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Mbxoib  of  Mb.  Stbwabt.     On  Desk,  May 
1856;  written  Autumn  1855. — Ed.) 

L  Every  Relation  (Quod  esse  habet  ad  aliud, — unius  accident, — o'x&'i*,— 
respectivum,  —  ad  aliquid, — ad  aliud,  —  relatum, — comparatum, — sociale)  sup- 
poses at  least  two  things,  or,  as  they  are  called,  terms  thought  as  relative ;  that 
is,  thought  to  exist  only  as  thought  to  exist  in  reference  to  each  other :  in  other 
words,  Relatives  (t*  wp6s  n  <rx4rtr  fxoira, — relativa  sunt,  quorum  esse  est  ad 
aliud)  are,  from  the  very  notion  of  relativity,  necessarily  plural.  Hence  Aris- 
totle's, definition  is  not  of  Relation,  but  of  things  relative.  Indeed,  a  relation 
of  one  term,  —  a  relative  not  referred,  —  not  related  (*p6s  n  oh  *p6s  ri),  is  an 
overt  contradiction,  —  a  proclaimed  absurdity.  The  Absolute  (the  one,  the 
not-relative,  —  not-plural)  is  diametrically  opposed  to  the  relative,  —  these 
mutual  negatives. 

II.  A  relation  is  a  unifying  act,  —  a  synthesis ;  but  it  is  likewise  an  antithesis. 
For  even  when  it  results  in  denoting  agreement,  it  necessarily  proceeds  through 
a  thought  of  difference ;  and  thus  relatives,  however  they  may  in  reality  coin- 
cide, are  always  mentally  contrasted.  If  it  be  allowed,  even  the  relation  of 
identity,  —  of  the  sameness  of  a  thing  to  itself,  in  the  formula  A«=A,  involves 
the  discrimination  and  opposition  of  the  two  terms.  Accordingly,  in  the  pro- 
cess of  a  relation,  there  is  no  conjunction  of  a  plurality  in  the  unity  of  a  single 
notion,  as  in  a  process  of  generalization ;  for  in  the  relation  there  is  always  a 
division,  always  an  antithesis  of  the  several  connected  and  constituent  notions. 

III.  Thus  relatives  are  severally  discriminated ;  inasmuch  as  the  one  is  spe- 
cially what  is  referred,  the  other  specially  what  is  referred  to.  The  former, 
opening  the  relation,  retains  the  generic  name  of  the  Relative  (and  is  sometimes 
called  exclusively  the  Subject) ;  whilst  the  latter,  closing  it,  is  denominated  the 
Correlative  (and  to  this  the  word  Term  is  not  nnfrequently  restricted).  Ac- 
cordingly, even  the  relation  of  the  thing  to  itself  in  the  affirmation  of  identity, 
distinguishes  a  Relative  and  a  Correlative.  Thus  in  the  judgment,  "  God  is 
just,"  God  is  first  posited  as  subject  and  Relative,  and  then  enounced  as  pre- 
dicate and  Correlative. 

IV.  The  Relative  and  the  Correlative  are  mutually  referred,  and  can  always 
be  reciprocated  or  converted  (wphs  lun-urrp4$orTa  \4y«r&<u,  reciproce%  ad  conver- 
tentiam  did) ;  that  is,  we  can  view  in  thought  the  Relative  as  the  Correlative, 
and  the  Coi  relative  as  the  Relative.  Thus,  if  ve  think  the  Father  as  the  Rel- 
ative of  the  Son  as  Correlative,  we  can  also  think  the  Son  as  Relative  of  the 
Father  as  Correlative.  But,  in  point  of  fact,  there  are  here  always,  more  or 
less  obtrusive,  two  different,  though  not  independent,  relations :  for  the  relation, 
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in  which  tbe  Father  is  relative  and  the  Son  correlative,  is  that  of  Paternity; 
white  die  relation,  in  which  the  Son  is  relative  and  the  Father  correlative,  10 
that  of  Filiation ;  relations,  however,  which  mutually  imply  each  other.  Thus, 
also,  Cause  and  Effect  may  be  either  Relative  or  Correlative.  But  where 
Cause  is  made  the  Relative,  the  relation  is  properly  styled  Carnation;  whereas 
we  ought  to  denominate  it  Effectuation,  when  the  Effect  becomes  the  relative 
term.  To  speak  of  the  relation  of  Knowledge ;  we  have  here  Subject  and  Ob- 
ject, either  of  which  we  may  consider  as  the  Relative  or  as  the  Correlative. 
But,  in  rigid  accuracy,  under  Knowledge,  we  ought  to  distinguish  two  reciprocal 
relations,  —  the  relation  of  knowing,  and  the  relation  of  being  known.  In  the 
former,  the  Subject  (that  known  as  knowing)  is  the  Relative,  the  Object  (that 
knmon  as  being  known)  is  the  Correlative ;  in  the  latter,  the  terms  are  just 
reversed. 

V.  The  Relatives  (the  things  relative  and  correlative),  as  relative,  always 
coexist  in  nature  (fya  rjj  0&m),  and  coexist  in  thought  (Spa  if  yv4<rei).  To 
speak  now  only  of  the  latter  simultaneity ;— we  cannot  conceive,  we  cannot 
know,  we  cannot  define  the  one  relative,  without,  pro  tanto,  conceiving,  know- 
ing, defining  also  the  o/her.  Relative  and  Correlative  are  each  thought 
through  the  other;  so  that  in  enouncing  Relativity  as  a  condition  of  the 
thinkable,  in  other  words,  that  thought  is  only  of  the  Relative ;  this  is  tanta- 
mount to  saying  that  we  think  one  thing  only  as  we  think  two  things  mutually 
and  at  once ;  which  again  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the  Absolute  (the 
non-Relative)  is  for  us  incogitable,  and  even  incognizable. 

In  these  conditions  of  Relativity,  all  philosophers  are  at  one ;  so  far  there  is 
among  them  no  difference  or  dispute. 

Note. — No  part  of  philosophy  has  been  more  fully  and  more  accurately 
developed,  or  rather  no  part  of  philosophy  is  more  determinately  certain  than 
the  doctrine  of  Relation ;  insomuch  that  in  this,  so  far  as  we  are  concerned, 
there  is  no  discrepancy  of  opinion  among  philosophers.  The  only  variation 
among  them  is  merely  verbal ;  some  giving  a  more  or  less  extensive  meaning 
to  the  words  employed  in  the  nomenclature.  For  whilst  all  agree  in  calling 
by  the  generic  name  of  relative  both  what  are  specially  denominated  the  Rel- 
ative and  the  Correlative;  some  limit  the  expression  Term  (terminus),  to  the 
latter,  and  others  the  expression,  Subject  (subjectum)  to  the  former;  whilst  the 
greater  number  of  recent  philosophers  (and  these  I  follow)  apply  these  expres- 
sions indifferently  to  both  Relative  and  Correlative. 


VL    CAUSATION. —LIBERTY  AND  NECESSITY. 

(See  p.  558.) 

(a.)    Caubatioh. 

/Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mb.  Stkwabt.    On  Desk,  May 
1856 ;  written  Autumn  1855.  —  Ed.  ) 

My  doctrine  of  Causality  is  accused  of  neglecting  the  phenomenon  of  change, 
and  of  ignoring  the  attribute  of  power.    This  objection  precisely  reverses  the 
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fact  Causation  is  by  me  proclaimed  to  be  identical  with  change, — change  of 
power  into  act  ("  omnia  mutantur  ")  ;  change,  however,  only  of  appearance,  — 
we  being  unable  to  realize  in  thought  either  existence  (substance)  apart  from 
phienomena,  or  existence  absolutely  commencing,  or  absolutely  terminating. 
And  specially  as  to  power ;  power  is  the  property  of  an  existent  something  (for 
it  is  thought  only  as  the  essential  attribute  of  what  is  able  so  or  so  to  exist) ; 
power  is,  consequently,  the  correlative  of  existence,  and  a  necessary  supposi- 
tion, in  this  theory,  of  causation.  Here  the  cause,  or  rather  the  complement  of 
causes,  is  nothing  but  powers  capable  of  producing  the  effect;  and  the  effect  is 
only  that  now  existing  actually,  which  previously  existed  potentially,  or  in  the 
causes.  We  must,  in  truth,  define: — a  cause,  the  power  of  effectuating  a 
change ;  and  an  effect,  a  change  actually  caused.    Let  us  make  the  experiment 

And,  first,  of  Causation  at  its  highest  extremity:  Try  to  think  creation. 
Now,  all  that  we  can  here  do  is  to  think  the  existence  of  a  creative  power, — a 
Fiat ;  which  creation  (unextended  or  mental,  extended  or  material)  must  be 
thought  by  us  as  the  evolution,  the  incomprehensible  evolution,  by  the  exertion 
or  putting  forth  of  God's  attribute  of  productive  power,  into  energy.  This  Di- 
vine power  must  always  be  supposed  as  preexistent  Creation  excludes  the 
commencement  of  being:  for  it  implies  creative  God  as  prior;  and  the  exist- 
ence of  God  is  the  negation  of  nonentity.1  We  cannot,  indeed,  compass  the 
thought  of  what  has  no  commencement ;  we  cannot,  therefore,  positively  con- 
ceive (what,  however,  we  firmly  believe)  the  eternity  of  a  Self-existent, — of 
God:  but  still  less  can  we  think,  or  tolerate  the  supposition,  of  something 
springing  out  of  nothing,  —  of  an  absolute  commencement  of  being. 

Again,  to  think  Causation  at  its  lowest  extremity:  As  it  is  with  Creation,  so 
is  it  with  Annihilation.  The  thought  of  both  supposes  a  Deity  and  Divine 
power ;  for  as  the  one  is  only  the  creative  power  of  God  exerted  or  put  forth 
into  act,  so  the  other  is  only  the  withdrawal  of  that  exerted  energy  into  power. 
We  are  able  to  think  no  complete  annihilation,  —  no  absolute  ending  of  exist- 
ence ("  omnia  mutantur,  nihil  interit ") ;  as  we  cannot  think  a  creation  from 
nothing,  in  the  sense  of  an  origination  of  being  without  a  previously  existing 
Creator,  —  a  prior  creative  power.  Causation  is,  therefore,  necessarily  within 
existence ;  for  we  cannot  think  of  a  change  either  from  non-existence  to  exist- 
ence, or  from  existence  to  non-existence.  The  thought  of  power,  therefore, 
always  precedes  that  of  creation,  and  follows  that  of  annihilation ;  and  as  the 
thought  of  power  always  involves  the  thought  of  existence,  therefore,  in  so  far 
as  the  thoughts  of  creation  and  annihilation  go,  the  necessity  of  thinking  a 
cause  for  these  changes  exemplifies  the  facts,  —  that  change  is  only  from  one* 
form  of  existence  to  another,  and  ttat  causation  is  simply  our  inability  to  think 
an  absolute  commencement  or  an  absolute  termination  of  being.  The  sum  of 
being  (actual  and  potential)  now  extant  in  the  mental  and  material  worlds, 
together  with  that  in  their  Creator,  and  the  sum  of  being  (actual  and  potential) 
in  the  Creator  alone,  before  and  after  these  worlds  existed,  is  necessarily 

l  I  have  seen  an  attempt  at  the  correction  stultified  by  self-contradiction ;  or  existence  is 
of  my  theory  of  creation,  in  which  the  Deity  created  by  a  non-existent  Ood,  —  an  alterna- 
te made  to  originate  or  create  existence.  That  tive,  if  deliberately  held,  at  once  absurd  and 
is,  either  existence  i»  created  by  an  existent  impious. 
t»od,  on  which  alternative  the  definition  is 
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thought  as  precisely  the  same.  Take  the  instance  of  a  neutral  salt.  This  is  an 
effect,  the  product  of  various  causes,  —  and  all  are  necessarily  powers.  We 
have  here,  1°,  An  acid  involving  its  power  (active  or  passive)  of  combining 
with  the  alkali ;  2°,  An  alkali,  involving  its  power  (active  or  passive)  of  com- 
bining with  the  acid ;  8°  (Since,  as  the  chemical  brocard  has  it,  u  corpora  non 
agunt  nisi  soluta"),  a  fluid,  say  water,  with  its  power  of  dissolving  and  holding 
in  solution  the  acid  and  alkali ;  4°,  a  translative  power,  say  the  human  hand, 
capable  of  bringing  the  acid,  the  alkali,  and  the  water,  into  correlation,  or 
within  the  sphere  of  mutual  affinity.  These  (and  they  might  be  subdivided) 
are  all  causes  of  the  effect ;  for,  abstract  any  one,  and  the  salt  is  not  produced. 
It  wants  a  coefficient  cause,  and  the  concurrence  of  every  cause  is  requisite  for 
an  effect1 

But  all  the  causes  or  coefficient  powers  being  brought  into  reciprocal  rela- 
tion, the  salt  is  the  result;  for  an  effect  is  nothing  but  the  actual  union  of  its 
constituent  entities,  — concauses  or  coefficient  powers.  In  thought,  causes  and 
effects  are  thus,  pro  tanto}  tautological :  an  effect  always  preexisted  potentially 
in  its  causes;  and  causes  always  continue  actually  to  exist  in  their  effects. 
There  is  a  change  of  form,  but  we  are  compelled  to  think  an  identity  in  the 
elements  of  existence : 

"Omnia  mntantar;  nihil  interit" 

And  we  might  add,  —  "Nihil  incipit;"  for  a  creative  power  must  always  be 
conceived  as  preexistent 

Mutation,  Causation,  Effectuation,  are  only  the  same  thought  in  different 
respects;  they  may,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  virtually  terms  convertible. 
Every  change  is  an  effect ;  every  effect  is  a  change.  An  effect  is  in  truth  just 
a  change  of  power  into  act ;  every  effect  being  an  actualization  of  the  poten- 
tial. 

But  what  is  now  considered  as  the  cause  may  at  another  time  be  viewed  as 
the  effect;  and  vice  versa.  Thus,  we  can  extract  the  acid  or  the  alkali,  as 
effect,  out  of  the  salt,  as  principal  concause ;  and  the  square  which,  as  effect,  is 
made  up  of  two  triangles  in  conjunction,  may  be  viewed  as  cause  when  cut 
into  these  figures.  In  opposite  views,  Addition  and  Multiplication,  Subtraction 
and  Division,  may  be  regarded  as  causes,  or  as  effects. 

Power  is  an  attribute  or  property  of  existence,  but  not  coextensive  with  it: 
for  we  may  suppose  (negatively  think)  things  to  exist  which  have  no  capacity 
of  change,  no  capacity  of  appearing. 

Creation  is  the  existing  subsequently  in  act  of  what  previously  existed  in 
power ;  annihilation,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  subsequent  existence  in  power  of 
what  previously  existed  in  act. 

Except  the  first  and  last  causal  agencies  (and  these,  as  Divine  operations! 
are  by  us  incomprehensible),  every  other  is  conceived  also  as  an  effect ;  there- 
fore, every  event  is,  in  different  relations,  a  power  and  an  act     Considered  as 

l  See  above,  leot  iii.  p.  42. — Ed. 
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a  cause,  it  is  ft  power, — a  power  to  cooperate  an  effect     Considered  as  an 
effect,  it  is  an  act, — an  act  cooperated  by  causes. 

Change  (cause  and  effect)  must  be  within  existence;  it  must  be  merely  of 
phenomenal  existence.  Since  change  can  be  for  us  only  as  it  appears  to  us, 
— only  as  it  is  known  by  us;  and  we  cannot  know,  we  cannot  even  think  a 
change  either  from  non-existence  to  existence,  or  from  existence  to  non-exist- 
ence. The  change  must  be  from  substance  to  substance ;  bnt  substances,  apart 
from  phenomena,  are  (positively)  inconceivable,  as  phenomena  are  (positive- 
ly) inconceivable  apart  from  substances.  For  thought  requires  as  its  condition 
the  correlatives  both  of  an  appearing  and  of  something  that  appears. 

And  here  I  must  observe  that  we  are  unable  to  think  the  Divine  Attributes 
as  in  themselves  they  are,  we  cannot  think  God  without  impiety,  unless  we  also 
implicity  confess  our  impotence  to  think  Him  worthily ;  and  if  we  should  assert 
that  God  is  as  we  think  or  can  affirm  Him  to  be,  we  actually  blaspheme.  For 
the  Deity  is  adequately  inconceivable,  is  adequately  ineffable;  since  human 
thought  and  human  language  are  equally  incompetent  to  His  Infinities. 


(6.)   Thb  Qubstiozt  of  Liberty  awd  Necessity  as  Viewed  bt  the 
Scottish  School. 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Mb  voir  of  Mr.  Stewart.     On  Desk, 
May  1856;  written  Autumn  1855. — Ed.) 

The  Scottish  School  of  Philosophy  has  much  merit  in  regard  to  the  problem 
of  the  Morality  of  human  actions ;  but  its  success  in  the  polemic  which  it  has 
waged  in  this  respect,  consists  rather  in  having  intrenched  the  position  main- 
tained behind  the  common  sense  or  natural  convictions  of  mankind,  than  in 
having  rendered  the  problem  and  the  thesis  adopted  intelligible  to  the  philoso- 
pher. This,  indeed,  could  not  be  accomplished.  It  would,  therefore,  have 
been  better  to  show  articulately  that  Liberty  and  Necessity  are  both  incompre- 
hensible, as  both  beyond  the  limits  of  legitimate  thought ;  but  that  though  the 
Free-agency  of  Man  cannot  be  speculatively  proved,  so  neither  can  it  be  spec- 
ulatively disproved ;  while  we  may  claim  for  it  as  a  fact  of  real  actuality 
though  of  inconceivable  possibility,  the  testimony  of  consciousness, — that  we 
are  morally  free,  as  we  are  morally  accountable  for  our  actions.  In  this  man- 
ner, the  whole  question  of  free  and  bond-will  is  in  theory  abolished,  leaving, 
however,  practically  our  Liberty,  and  all  the  moral  interests  of  man  entire. 

Mr.  Stewart  seems,  indeed,  disposed  to  acknowledge,  against  Reid,  that,  in 
certain  respects,  the  problem  is  beyond  the  capacity  of  human  thought,  and  to 
admit  that  all  reasoning  for,  as  all  reasoning  against,  our  liberty,  is  on  thai 
account  invalid.  Thus  in  reference  to  the  arguments  against  human  free- 
agency,  drawn  from  the  prescience  of  the  Deity,  he  says,  "  In  reviewing  the 
arguments  that  have  been  advanced  on  the  opposite  sides  of  this  question,  I 
have  hitherto  taken  no  notice  of  those  which  the  Necessitarians  have  founded 
on  the  prescience  of  the  Deity,  because  I  do  not  think  these  fairly  applicable 
to  the  subject ;  inasmuch  as  they  draw  an  inference  from  what  is  altogether 
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placed  beyond  the  reach  of  our  faculties,  against  a  fact  for  which  every  man  has 
the  evidence  of  his  own  consciousness."1 

(C.)  LlBEETY  JLND  NECESSITY. 

(Written  in  connection  with  proposed  Memoir  of  Mr.  Stewart.    On  Desk,  May 
1856;  written  Autumn  1855. — Ed.) 

The  question  of  Liberty  and  Necessity  may  be  dealt  with  in  two  ways . 

I.  The  opposing  parties  may  endeavor  to  show  each  that  his  thesis  is  distinct, 
intelligible,  and  consistent,  whereas  that  the  anti-thesis  of  his  opponent  is  indith 
tinct,  unintelligible,  and  contradictory. 

IL  An  opposing  party  may  endeavor  to  show  that  the  thesis  of  either  side  is 
unthinkable,  and  thus  abolish  logically  the  whole  problem,  as,  on  both  alterna- 
tives, beyond  the  limits  of  human  thought ;  it  being,  however,  open  to  him  to 
argue  that,  though  unthinkable,  his  thesis  is  not  annihilated,  there  being  con- 
tradictory opposites,  one  of  which  must  consequently  be  held  as  true,  though 
we  be  unable  to  think  the  possibility  of  either  opposite ;  whilst  he  may  be  able 
to  appeal  to  a  direct  or  indirect  declaration  of  our  conscious  nature  in  favor  of 
the  alternative  which  he  maintains. 

The  former  of  these  modes  of  arguing  has  been  the  one  exclusively  em- 
ployed in  this  controversy.  The  Libertarian,  indeed,  has  often  endeavored  to 
strengthen  his  position  by  calling  in  a  deliverance  of  consciousness ;  the  Neces- 
sitarian, on  the  contrary,  has  no  such  deliverance  to  appeal  to,  and  he  has  only 
attempted,  at  best,  to  deprive  his  adversary  of  this  ground  of  argumentation  by 
denying  the  fact  or  extenuating  the  authority  of  the  deliverance. 

The  latter  of  these  lines  of  argumentation,  I  may  also  observe,  was,  I  be- 
lieve, for  the  first  time  employed,  or,  at  least,  for  the  first  time  legitimately 
employed,  by  myself:  for  Rant  could  not  consistently  defer  to  the  authority  of 
Reason  in  its  practical  relations,  after  having  shown  that  Reason  in  its  specu- 
lative operations  resulted  only  in  a  complexus  of  antilogies.  On  the  contrary, 
1  have  endeavored  to  show  that  Reason,  —  that  Consciousness  within  its  legit- 
imate limits,  is  always  veracious,  —  that  in  generating  its  antinomies,  Kant's 
Reason  transcended  its  limits,  violated  its  laws,  —  that  Consciousness,  in  fact, 
is  never  spontaneously  false,  and  that  Reason  is  only  self-contradictory  when 
driven  beyond  its  legitimate  bounds.  We  are,  therefore,  warranted  to  rely  on 
a  deliverance  of  Consciousness,  when  that  deliverance  is  that  a  thing  is,  though 
we  may  be  unable  to  think  how  it  can  be. 

1  Actwt  and  Moral  Pqvkts,  vol.  i.   WorJb,  vol.  vi.  p.  896. 
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Abel,  case  of  dreaming  mentioned  by,  468. 

Abercrombie  (Dr.  John),  referred  to  on 
somnambulism,  228;  on  cases  of  mental  la- 
tency, 288. 

Abercromby,  518. 

Absolute,  distinctions  of  mode  of  reaching 
it,  683-4,  684-8     See  Regulative  Faculty.  • 

Abstraction,  see  Attention  and  Elaborative 
Faculty. 

Abstractive  knowledge,  see  Knowledge. 

Academical  honors,  principles  which 
should  regulate,  635  et  seq. 

Accident,  what,  106. 

Act,  what,  124.    See  Energy. 

Active,  its  defects  as  a  philosophical  term, 
79,128. 

Activity,  always  conjoined  with  passivity  in 
creation,  216     See  Consciousness. 

Actual,  distinctions  of  from  potential,  124. 
See  Existence. 

Addison,  quoted  to  the  eflfect  that  the  mental 
faculties  are  not  Independent  existences, 
268. 

JE8CHYLU8,  quoted,  244. 

JEoidius,  292;  on  Touch,  876. 

Agrippa  (Cornelius),  63. 

Afcrdqo-u,  ambiguous,  562.    See  Feeling. 

Akenside,  quoted  on  Fear,  607. 

Albert  us  Magnus,  176, 292;  on  Touoh,  876. 

alch indus,  291. 

Alcm^bon,  852. 

Alensis,  or  Alesius,  Alex.,  176, 292.  887. 

Alexandria,  school  of,  76. 

Alparabi,  213, 

Aloazel,  first  explicitly  maintained  the  hy- 
pothecs of  Assistance  or  Occasional  Causes, 
210, 542;  his  surname,  642.     See  Causality. 

Alison,  Rev.  A.,  noticed  on  Association,  612. 

Ammonius  Hermiss,  referred  to  on  definition 
of  philosophy,  86,  81;  quoted  on  mental 
powers,  271 ;  quoted  on  Breadth  and  Depth 
of  notions,  472. 

Analysis,  what,  69;  the  necessary  condition 
of  philosophy,  ib. ;  tee  Philosophy;  relations 
of  analysis  and  synthesis,  69, 70;  nature  of 


scientific,  70  it  teq.;  three  rales  of  psycho- 
logical, 282;  critical,  its  sphere,  408,  see  Crit- 
ical Method ;  in  extension  and  comprehen- 
sion, the  analysis  of  the  one  corresponds  to 
the  synthesis  of  the  other,  610;  confusion 
among  philosophers  from  not  having  ob- 
served this,  611;  synthesis  in  Greek  logi- 
cians is  equivalent  to  analysis  of  modern 
philosophers,  511;  Platonic  doctrine  of  di- 
vision called  Analytical,  611. 

Analytic  Judgment,  what,  681. 

Anamnestic,  see  Mnemonic. 

An  ax  agora  s,  852. 

Ancillon  (Frederick),  50,  177,  268;  quoted 
on  difficulty  of  psychological  study,  265, 
266,  428;  quoted  on  Reminiscence,  442; 
quoted  on  Imagination,  455;  on  the  same, 
467;  see  Representative  Faculty;  469-60, see 
ibid. 

Andre,  Pere,  442;  his  treatise  Sur  U  Beau. 
£W4. 

Annihilation,  as  conceived  by  us,  652. 

APHRODI8IEN8I8,  Alex.  81,  176;  quoted  on 
mental  powers,  271, 291;  quoted  on  Aristo- 
tle's doctrine  of  species,  298;  on  Touch,  876; 
on  contrariety  and  simultaneity,  434. 

Apollinaris,  on  Touch,  876. 

Appetency,  term  objectionable  as  common 
designation  both  of  will  and  desire,  12S. 

Aquinas,  9,  48;  maintained  that  the  mind 
can  attend  to  only  a  single  object  at  once, 
176;  his  doctrine  of  mental  powers,  272, 292, 
816 

Arbuthnot,  quoted,  116. 

Archimedes,  180. 

Aroentinas,  292. 

Aristotle,  9, 14, 26, 82;  quoted  on  definition 
of  philosophy,  85,  87;  referred  to  on  the 
same,  86,  45;  quoted  on  the  queestiones  scibi— 
Us,  89 ;  see  Empirical,  40;  quoted  on  the  end 
of  philosophy,  42,  45,  46,  48,  49,  50,  52; 
quoted  on  Wonder  as  a  cause  of  philosophy, 
66,  69,  68,  66,  75,  79,  88;  see  Art;  made  the 
consideration  of  the  soul  part  of  the  phil- 
osophy of  nature,  89,  95,  98,  106,  110;  dis- 
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tlnetion  of  active  and  passive  power  first 
formally  enounced  by,  123;  his  distinction 
of  habit  and  disposition,  124,  126;  quoted 
on  will  and  desire,  128;  had  no  special  term 
for  consciousness,  186;  supposed  intellect  to 
be  cognizant  of  its  own  operations,  187;  his 
doctrine  in  regard  to  self -apprehension  of 
sense,  188;  opposed  to  the  doctrine  that  the 
mind  cannot  exist  in  two  different  states  at 
the  same  moment,  174, 185;  whether  a  nat- 
ural realist,  206, 212, 218,  262,  208;  on  rela- 
tion of  soul  to  body,  272, 856;  his  doctrine 
of  species,  division  of  opinions  regarding, 
281-2;  passages  quoted  from  in  wliich  cZBof 
and  rfoos  occur,  282, 874;  problem  regard- 
ing plurality  of  senses  under  Touch  mooted 
by,  376, 412;  see  Conservative  Faculty;  427, 
see  Reproductive  Faculty  ;  480,  see  ibid. ; 
doubtful  whether  Aristotle  or  Homer  were 
possessed  of  the  more  powerful  imagination, 
454,  460,  468;  held  that  general  names  are 
only  abbreviated  definitions,  488,  600;  see 
Language ;  his  definition  of  the  infinite,  581 ; 
held  that  sense  has  no  perception  of  the 
causal  nexus,  541,  678;  his  doctrine  of  the 
pleasurable,  686;  *»«  Feelings;  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  Magna  Moralia  and  Eudemian 
Ethics  attributed  to,  questionable,  685. 

Aristotelians,  the,  their  doctrine  of  con- 
sciousness, 138;  certain  of,  first  held  con- 
sciousness to  be  a  special  faculty,  139;  held 
doctrine  of  Physical  influence,  212;  divided 
on  question  of  continual  energy  of  intellect, 
218;  doctrine  of  regarding  the  relation  of 
the  soul  to  the  body,  and  of  the  soul  to  the 
different  mental  powers,  272,  856;  certain 
of,  disavowed  the  doctrine  of  species,  291-2; 
their  division  of  the  mental  phenomena, 
600. 

Arnauld,  his  doctrine  of  Perception,  802; 
only  adopted  by  the  few,  812.  See  Percep- 
tion. 

Arimtnensis,  see  Gregory  of  Rimini. 

Arriaoa,  485. 

Association  of  Ideas,  what  In  general,  244; 
a  phenomenon  "of,  seemingly  anomalous, 
244,  254;  explained  by  principle  of  mental 
latency,  254, 255;  ue  Reproductive  and  Rep- 
resentative Faculties;  as  a  general  cause 
which  contributes  to  raise  energy,  611;  see 
Feelings. 

Art  and  Science,  history  of  the  application 
of  the  terms,  81;  definition  of  Art  by  Aris- 
totle, 83. 

Arts,  Fine,  presuppose  a  knowledge  of  mind, 
44. 

Attention,  act  of  the  same  faculty  as  reflec- 
tion, 164;  not  a  faculty  different  from  con- 
sciousness, 164  et  seq.;  what,  165;  as  a  gen- 
eral phenomenon  of  consciousness,  165; 
whether  we  can  attend  to  more  than  a  sin- 
gle object  at  once,  165  et  seq.,  178  et  seq. ;  this 


question  canvassed  in  the  middle  ages.  178 . 
possible  without  an  act  of  free  will,  171 :  of 
three  degrees  or  kinds,  172;  nature  and  im- 
portance of,  ib.;  the  question,  how  many- 
objects  can  the  mind  attend  to  at  once  con- 
sidered, 176  et  seq.;  how  answered  by  Bon- 
net, Tucker,  Destutt-Tracy,  Degerando.  and 
by  the  author,  177;  value  of  attention  con- 
sidered In  its  highest  degree  as  an  act  of 
will,  177;  instances  of  the  power  of,  179  et 
seq. ;  Malebranche  quoted  on  place  and  im- 
portance ot,  181  et  seq.;  Stewart  commended 
on,  182.    See  Conservative  Faculty. 

Attribute,  what,  106. 

August™,  St,  his  analysis  of  pain.  49, 81, 98; 
his  employment  of  conscius,  and  conscitntia, 
186;  inclined  to  doctrine  of  Plastic  Medium, 
218;  his  doctrine  of  matter,  O. ;  quoted  on 
our  ignoranoe  of  the  substanoe  of  mind 
and  body,  214;  on  continual  energy  of  in- 
tellect, 218 ;  quoted  on  mental  powers,  270, 
292;  quoted  on  the  doctrine  that  the  soul  Is 
all  in  the  whole  and  all  In  every  part,  856. 
^87,  412:  see  Conservative  Faculty;  480.  see 
Reproductive  Faculty;  442,  see  ibid.,  518. 
quoted  on  energetio  emotions,  608;  on  beau- 
ty, 625,  see  Feeling* 

Avempace,  218. 

Averroes,  46,  79;  held  God  to  be  the  only 
real  agent  in  the  universe,  210;  on  Touch. 
876,542. 

Ayicknna,  on  Touch,  876, 414. 

Bacon,  18,41,  59.  68,  67,  76;  his  division  of 
the  sciences  and  of  philosophy,  84,  99, 179 « 
see  Attention,  376,  686. 

Balzac,  513. 

Barbevrac,  518. 

Battkux,  594. 

Baumgartbn,  first  to  apply  the  term  JBsthnU 
to  the  philosophy  of  taste,  87;  attempted  to 
demonstrate  the  law  of  Sufficient  Reason 
from  that  of  Contradiction,  546. 

Beaslet,  his  opinion  of  field's  polemic  on 
Perception,  298. 

Beattie,  92;  on  laws  of  Association,  480. 

Beauty,  set  Feelings. 

Belief  precedes  knowledge,  82. 

Bellovacensis,  Vincentius,  887. 

Beneke,  252,  465. 

Berkeley,  quoted  on  testimony  of  conscious- 
ness in  Perception,  201,  205;  his  Defence  of 
the  Theory  of  Vision,  referred  to.  380,  set 
Sight;  quoted  on  Nominalism,  478, 488. 

Bernardus  (J.  Bap.),  290. 

Bbrtrand,  quoted  on  Descartes1  doctrine  of 
pleasure,  691.  y 

BlEDERMANN,  646. 

Biel,  176, 272,  542. 

Bilfinoer,  480;  see  Reproductive  Faculty, 

474. 
Biunde,  261 ;  quoted  on  difficulty  of  psyohoi- 
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ogioal  study,  268, 266, 840;  quoted  666, 669; 

see  Feelings. 
Bobtbius,  43, 80, 415. 
Bohn,  233. 

BONAVEBTURA,  292. 

Bonkbt,  Charles,  176, 579. 

bosbtxttex,  176. 

Bosoovich,  688. 

Bostock,  Dr.,  bit  Physiology  referred  to,  878, 
861. 

Bouhocbs,  618. 

Brain,  account  of  experiments  on  weight 
of,  by  the  author,  658-60;  remarks  on  Dr. 
Morton's  tables  on  the  size  of;  660-662. 

Brandib,  82, 88, 38, 88, 40, 118. 

Bbodwissbsschaftxx,  the  Bread  and  But- 
ter Sciences,  6, 16. 

Brown  (Bishop),  83;  his  doctrine  of  Sub- 
stance, 108. 

Brown,  Dr.  Thomas,  92;  defines  conscious- 
ness by  feeling,  128,  132;  erroneously  as- 
serts that  consciousness  has  generally  been 
classed  as  a  special  faculty,  144;  holds  that 
the  mind  cannot  exist  at  the  same  moment 
in  two  different  states,  168, 178;  his  doctrine 
on  this  point  criticised,  175;  it  renders  com- 
parison impossible,  176;  and  violatr.j  the 
integrity  of  consciousness,  188, 186;  wrong 
in  asserting  that  philosophers  in  general 
regard  the  mental  powers  as  distinct  and 
independent  existences,  268;  his  general  er- 
ror in  regard  to  field's  doctrine  of  Percep- 
tion, 288,  see  Perception ;  his  criticism  of 
field  on  theories  of  Perception,  288  et  ttq , 
296 ;  his  errors  in  regard  to  Perception  vital, 
299;  coincides  with  Priestley  in  censuring 
field's  view  of  Locke's  doctrine  of  Percep- 
tion, 805;  his  interpretation  of  Locke's 
opinion  explicitly  contradicted  by  Locke 
himself,  806-7;  adduces  Hobbes  as  an  in- 
stance of  field's  historical  inaccuracy  in 
regard  to  theories  of  Perception,  806;  his 
single  argument  in  support  of  the  view 
that  fieid  was  a  Coemothetlo  Idealist  re- 
futed, 317  et  seq. ;  adopted  division  of  senses 
corresponding  to  the  Senws  Vagus  and  Sen- 
sus  Fizus  of  the  German  philosophers,  877; 
controverted  opinion  that  extension  is  an 
object  of  Sight,  880, 382  et  $eq. ;  on  laws  of 
Association,  480;  quoted  on  Conceptualisra, 
481,  see  Elaborative  Faculty;  493,  see  Lan- 
guage; 684,  et  seq.,  ue  Causality. 

Browne,  Sir  Thomas,  quoted  18,  see  Hind,  518. 

Bbuckkr,  51 

Buchanan  (George),  quoted,  280. 

BVDDMUB,  180. 

Buffter,  Pdre,  right  in  regard  to  degrees 
of  evidence  in  consciousness,  191;  distin- 
guished Percq  tion  from  Sensation,  834. 

Buffon,  179, 876. 

Buratellus,  Gabriel,  quoted  on  Platonio 
doctrine  of  vision,  290. 


Buboebbpyck,  88, 607. 

Burke,  quoted  on  value  of  reflective  studies, 

10. 
Butler  (Bishop),  referred  to  on  our  mental 

identity,  260. 
Byron,  quoted,  82. 

Gsbalpxxub,  Andreas,  601. 

Casabibub,  Yirginius,  quoted  on  Painful 

Affections,  606. 
Cajetan,  176, 272, 817. 
Calderyvood,  Henry,  letter  of  author  to, 
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Campakella,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  271, 
496,  see  Language. 

Campbell,  Principal,  92;  a  nominalist,  476. 

Campbell  (Thomas),  quoted,  85. 

Capacity,  origin  and  meaning  of,  128;  ap- 
propriately applied  to  natural  capabilities, 
124;  distinguished  from  faculty,  269. 

Capreolus,  176, 272, 292. 

Cabdaillao,  referred  to  on  doctrine  of 
mental  latency,  235,  251;  quoted  on  diffi- 
culty of  psychological  study,  268,  265; 
quoted,  444  et  seq.  See  Reproductive  Fac- 
ulty. 

Cardan,  180;  on  Touch,  876;  on  pleasure, 
689,  see  Feelings. 

Carlbton,  Thomas  Compt.,  688. 

Carneadks,  180. 

Carpenter  (Dr.),  referred  to  on  somnambu- 
lism, 228. 

Cartesians,  the,  division  of  philosophy  by, 
84;  fully  evolved  the  hypothesis  of  assist- 
ance or  occasional  causes,  209;  made  con- 
sciousness the  essence  of  thought,  261. 

Carus  (Fred.  Aug.),  262,  429,  670,  see  Feel- 
ings. 

Casaubok,  Isaao,  quoted  on  memory  of 
Joseph  Scaliger,  426. 

Casmaxn,  Otto,  his  use  of  the  term  psychol- 
ogy, 96. 

Causality,  of  second  causes  at  least  two 
necessary  to  the  production  of  every  effect, 
408,  654;  the  First  Cause  cannot  be  by  us 
apprehended,  but  must  be  believed  in,  43; 
the  law  of,  evolved  from  the  principle  of 
the  conditioned,  582  et  seq. ;  problem  of,  and 
attempts  at  solution,  682;  phenomenon  of, 
what,  682  et  seq. ;  what  appears  to  us  to  be- 
gin to  be  Is  necessarily  thought  by  us  as 
having  previously  existed  under  another 
form,  688;  hence  an  absolute  tautology  be- 
tween the  effect  and  its  causes,  ib.;  not 
necessary  to  the  notion  of,  that  we  should 
know  the  particular  causes  of  the  particu- 
lar effect,  584;  Brown's  account  of  the  phe- 
nomenon of,  584,  685;  Professor  Wilson 
quoted  on  Brown's  doctrine  of,  686;  fun- 
damental defect  in  Brown's  theory,  638; 
classification  of  opinions  on  the  nature  and 
origin  of  the  principle  of,  688;  these  con- 
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sidered  in  detail,  689  et  seq.,  I.  Objectivo- 
Objective,  639;  refuted  on  two  grounds,  640; 
that  we  have  no  perception  of  cause  and 
efibct  in  the  external  world  maintained  by 
Hume,  541;  and  before  him  by  many  phi- 
losophers, 541;  among  whom  Algazel  prob- 
ably the  first,  ib. ;  by  the  Mussulman  Doc- 
tors, 542;  the  Schoolmen,  to. ;  Malebranche, 
t&. ;  II.  Objectivo-Subjective,  maintained  by 
Locke,  542;  M.  de  Biran,  ib.;  shown  to  be 
untenable,  543;  III.  Objective— Induction 
or  Generalization,  544;  IV.  Subjective  — 
Association,  644;  V.  A  Special  Principle  of 
Intelligence,  545;  VI.  Expectation  of  the 
Constancy  of  Nature,  545;  fifth  opinion 
criticised,  646;  VII.  The  Principle  of  Non- 
contradiction, 546;  VIII.  The  Law  of  the 
Conditioned,  547;  judgment  of  Causality, 
how  deduced  from  this  law,  548  et  seq. ;  ex- 
istence conditioned  in  time  affords  the  prin- 
ciple of,  548,549;  see  also  551  et  seq. ;  that  the 
causal  judgment  is  elicited  only  by  objects 
in  uniform  succession  is  erroneous,  655;  the 
author's  doctrine  of,  to  be  preferred,  1°, 
from  its  simplicity,  565;  2°,  averting  skepti- 
cism, 566;  3°,  avoiding  the  alternatives  of 
fatalism  or  inconsistency,  556,  657;  advan- 
tages of  the  author's  doctrine  of,  further 
shown,  667;  defence  by  author  of  his  doc- 
trine of,  689. 
Cause,  $t*.  Causality. 

CEL8U8,  39 

Cerebellum,  its  function  as  alleged  by  phre- 
nologists, 651;  its  true  function  as  ascer- 
tained by  the  author,  663. 

Chalcidiub,  291. 

Chanet,  613. 

Charleton.  613. 

Charron,  62. 

Chance,  games  of,  617,  tee  Feelings. 

Chauvin,  48, 474. 

Cheselden,  8&,  see  Sight 

Chesterfield  (Lord),  179. 

Chevy  Chase,  ballad  of,  quoted,  664. 

Cicero,  21;  on  the  assumption  of  the  term 
philosophy,  33;  on  definition  of  philosophy, 
85;  referred  to  on  the  same,  37, 81, 114;  use 
of  the  term  Conscius,  186;  on  continual  en- 
ergy of  intellect,  218,  339,  349,  858,  414, 638, 
see  Conservative  Faculty;  quoted  in  illus- 
tration of  the  law  of  contiguity,  484,  460, 
618. 

Classification,  tee  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Clauberg,  64;  his  division  of  philosophy 
119. 

Clero,  Dan.  le,  39. 

Clkrc,  John  le,  held  Plastic  Medium,  298, 
214;  quoted  on  perception,  809;  distin- 
guished Perception  from  Sensation,  834. 

Clemens  Alexandrinus,  referred  to  on 
definition  of  philosophy,  85;  quoted,  46. 

Cognition,  one  grand  division  of  the  phe- 


nomena of  mind,  86,  tee  Knowledge;  the 
use  of  the  term  vindicated,  277. 

Coleridge,  case  of  mental  latency  recorded 
by,  289. 

Color,  see  Sight. 

Comprehension  of  notions,  see  Elaborative 
Faculty. 

Complex  Notions,  tee  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Common  Sense,  its  various  meanings,  512; 
authorities  for  use  of  as  equivalent  to  Nov?, 
518. 

Common  Sense,  tee  Vital  Sense. 

Common  8ensory,  612. 

Combe  (George),  quoted  on  difference  of  de- 
velopment of  phrenological  organs,  665. 

Comparison,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Conative,  used  by  Cudworth,  129.  See  Co- 
nation. 

Conation,  one  grand  division  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  mind,  56;  best  term  to  denote 
the  phenomena  both  of  Will  and  Desire, 
129;  determined  by  the  Feelings,  668;  essen- 
tial peculiarities  of,  671  et  seq. 

Conception,  used  by  Reid  and  Stewart  as 
synonymous  with  Imagination,  147;  mean- 
ing and  right  application  of  the  term,  462. 
See  Representative  faculty. 

Conceptualise,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Condorcet,  497. 

Conditioned^  the,  549.  See  Regulative  Fac- 
ulty. 

Condillac,  referred  to  on  definition  of  phi- 
losophy, 86;  quoted  on  love  of  unity  as  a 
source  of  error;  60,  51,  71,  98, 163, 235, 271; 
on  extension  as  object  of  sight,  879,  468, 
498,  tee  Language. 

Conimbricenses,  137,  272,  291,  414,  498,  see 
Language. 

Consctentia,  Conbctus,  their  various  mean- 
ings, 186  et  seq.    See  Consciousness. 

Conscious,  see  Subject  and  Consciousness. 

Consciousness,  what,  110, 188;  the  one  essen- 
tial element  of  the  mental  phenomena,  126; 
affords  three  grand  classes  of  phenomena 
—  those  of  Knowledge,  Feeling,  and  Cona- 
tion, 127  et  seq. ;  their  nomenclature,  127-8; 
this  threefold  distribution  of  the  phenom- 
ena of,  first  made  by  Kant,  129;  objection 
to  the  classification  obviated,  129,  664;  the 
phenomena  of,  not  possible  independently 
of  each  other,  130,  411 ;  order  of  the  three 
grand  classes  of  the  phenomena  of,  180-1; 
no  special  account  of,  by  Reid  or  Stewart, 
181 ;  cannot  be  defined,  182  et  seq. ;  admits  of 
philosophical  analysis,  182;  what  kind  of 
act  the  word  is  employed  to  denote,  and 
what  the  act  involves,  183  et  seq. ;  conscious- 
ness and  knowledge  involve  each  other,  133; 
these,  how  distinguished,  184;  history  of 
the  term,  136;  first  regularly  used  by  Bee- 
cartes  in  its  modern  sense,  186;  a  transla- 
tion of  eonseientia,  ib. ;  early  senses  of  conseiut 
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and  conscientia,  ib. ;  as  used  by  Augustin,  ib  , 
as  used  by  Quintilian,  Cicero,  Tertullian, 
and  other  of  the  Latin  fathers,  ib.;  how  ex- 
pressed in  Latin,  French,  Italian,  and  Ger- 
man, ib.;  no  term  for,  io  Greek  until  the 
decline  of  philosophy,  ib.;  terms  tanta- 
mount to,  adopted  by  the  later  Platon- 
ics and  Aristotelians,  138;  the  most  gen- 
eral characteristic  of,  138;  special  condi- 
tions of,  ib;  those  generally  admitted,  ib. 
et  seq. ;  implies,  1.  actual  knowledge,  ib. ;  2. 
immediate  knowledge,  ib. ;  8.  contrast,  140, 
141;  4.  judgment,  502;  6.  memory,  141; 
apecial  conditions  of,  not  generally  admit- 
ted, 143  et  seq.;  coextensive  with  our 
knowledge,  143  et  seq.;  a  special  faculty 
according  to  Reid  and  Stewart,  144  et  seq.  ; 
field's  limitation  of  the  sphere  of,  unten- 
able, 146  et  seq. ;  no  consciousness  of  a  cog- 
nitive act  without  a  consciousness  of  its 
object,  146  et  seq. ;  this  shown  in  detail  with 
regard  to  imagination,  147;  Memory,  149 
et  seq. ;  External  Perception,  154  et  seq. ;  At- 
tention and  Reflection  acts  subordinate  to 
and  contained  in  consciousness,  maintained 
against  Reid  and  Stewart,  160  et  seq. ;  set 
Reid,  evidence  and  authority  of,  183  et  seq.; 
the  source  of  philosophy,  ib.  et  seq.,  197;  ver- 
acity of,  implied  in  possibility  of  philoso- 
phy, 183;  as  the  criterion  of  philosophy, 
naturally  clear  and  unerring,  184;  three 
grand  laws  under  which  its  phenomena 
can  be  legitimately  investigated,  186  et  seq.t 
1.  the  law  of  Parcimony,  ib.;  fact  of,  what, 
187;  it*  facts  to  be  considered  in  two  points 
of  view,  188;  how  far  doubt  is  possible  re- 
garding a  fact  of,  188;  the  two  degrees  of 
the  evidence  of,  confounded  by  Stewart, 
189  et  seq. ;  results  of  the  law  of  Parcimony 
as  applied  to,  191;  the  second  and  third 
laws  regulating  the  investigation  of,  —  In* 
tegrity  and  Harmony,  191-3  et  seq.;  how 
skepticism  arises  out  of  the  violation  of  the 
integrity  of,  192;  the  integrity  of,  violated 
by  Dr.  Thomas  Brown,  193  et  seq  ;  the  abso- 
lute and  universal  veracity  of,  must  be 
maintained,  196;  first  general  fact  of,  — its 
Duality  what,  and  how  violated,  200  et  seq.  ; 
the  fact  of  the  testimony  of,  in  Perception 
allowed  by  those  who  deny  its  truth,  200  et 
seq.;  348;  authors  quoted  to  this  effect,— 
Berkeley,  201;  Hume,  ib.;  the  ego  and  non- 
ego  given  by,  in  equal  counterpoise  and  in- 
dependence, 203;  different  philosophical 
systems  originating  in  this  fact  of  the  dual- 
ity of,  as  accepted  or  rejected,  —  Natural 
Realism,  203;  Substantial  ism  and  Nihilism, 
204;  Substantialism  divided  into  Hypothet- 
ical Dualism  or  Cosmothetic  Idealism,  and 
Monism  or  Unitarianism,  205,  Monism,  its 
subdivisions,  205-6;  second  general  fact  of, 
—  the  Activity  and  Passivity  of  mind,  216 


et  seq. ;  we  are  active  in  so  far  as  we  are  con- 
scious, 217;  Are  we  always  oonsciously  ac- 
tive? 217  et  seq.;  this  question  is  confined 
to  the  ptuenomena  of  sleep  and  somnam- 
bulism, ib. ;  not  identical  with  the  question, 
—  Have  we  always  a  memory  of  our  con- 
sciousness? ib.;  opinions  of  philosophers 
on  the  former  question,  218  et  seq.;  dealt 
with  by  philosophers  rather  by  hypothesis 
than  by  experiment,  222;  conclusions  from 
experiments  made  by  the  author,  16.  ; 
Locke's  objection,  that  consciousness  and, 
the  recollection  of  consciousness  are  con- 
vertible, disproved  by  somnambulism,  tb.y 
and  by  the  fact  that  dreaming  is  possible 
without  memory,  223;  that  the  mind  re- 
mains conscious  during  sleep  established  by 
experience,  224;  results  of  the  author's  per- 
sonal experience,— that  the  mind  is  never 
wholly  inactive,  and  that  we  are  never 
wholly  unconscious  of  its  activity,  224-6; 
Jouffroy  quoted  in.  support  of  the  author's 
doctrine  on  this  point,  and  of  sundry  other 
conclusions,  226  et  seq.;  cases  adduced  in 
support  of  affirmative  of  question,  that  we 
are  always  consciously  active,  282-4  et  s*q  ; 
Is  the  mind  ever  unconsciously  modified? 
235  et  seq. ,-  this  question  not  mooted  in  this 
country,  235;  how  decided  in  Germany  and 
France,  235, 251 ;  the  mind  contains  modifi- 
cations of  which  we  are  unconscious,  235 
et  seq. ;  three  degrees  of  mental  latency,  tb. 
et  seq. ;  the  first  and  second  degrees  illus- 
trated by  cases,  286  et  seq  ;  cases  of  mad- 
ness, 237;  of  fever,  237;  case  of  the  Com- 
tesse  de  Laval,  238;  case  given  by  Coleridge, 
239;  the  third  degree  of  mental  latency,  241 ; 
the  problem  in  regard  to  the  third  degree— 
Are  there,  in  ordinary,  mental  modifica- 
tions of  which  we  are  unconscious,  but 
which  manifest  their  existence  by  facts  of 
which  we  are  conscious?  241  et  s*q.y  253  et 
seq. ;  this  problem  considered  in  itself  and 
In  its  history,  ib.;  the  affirmative  main- 
tained, 241  et  seq.;  the  mental  modifications 
in  question  manifest  their  existence  through 
their  effects,  242;  this  established  from  the 
nature  of  consciousness  itself,  ib.;  the  spe- 
cial evidence  for  the  affirmative  of  the  gen- 
eral problem  adduced,  242  et  seq  ;  in  I  Ex- 
ternal Perception,  243-4,  253;  II  Affocia- 
tion  of  Ideas,  244  et  seq.,  254  et  seq  ;  III.  On 
Acquired  Dexterities  and  Habits,  247  et  seq., 
256  et  seq. ;  history  of  the  doctrine  of  un- 
conscious mental  modifications,  250  et  seq  ; 
Leibnitz  the  first  to  proclaim  the  doctrine, 
252;  authors  referred  to  on  doctrine  of  la- 
tency, 251-2;  consciousness  and  memory  in 
the  direct  ratio  of  each  other,  256;  three 
principal  facts  to  be  noticed  in  connection 
with  the  general  phaenomena  of,  258  et  seq. ; 
1.  Self- Existence,  258;  2  Mental  Unity  or 
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Individuality,  269;  the  truth  of  the  testi- 
mony of,  to  onr  Mental  Unity  doubted,  ib. ; 
8.  Mental  Identity,  200;  Difficulty  and 
Facilities  in  the  study  of  the  phenomena 
of,  260  el  seq.;  I.  Difficulties,  1.  The  con- 
scious mind  at  once  the  observing  subject 
and  the  object  observed,  261;  2.  Want  of 
mutual  cooperation,  261;  8.  No  mot  of  con- 
sciousness can  he  accepted  at  second  hand, 
262;  4.  Phenomena  of  consciousness  only 
to  be  studied  through  memory,  268;  6.  Nat- 
urally blended  with  each  other,  and  pre- 
sented in  complexity,  264,  284;  6.  The  act 
of  reflection  comparatively  deficient  in 
pleasure,  266;  II  Facilities,  266. 
Conservative  Faculty,  what,  274,  2S3;  its 
relation  to  the  faculties  o!  Acquisition,  Re- 
production, and  Representation,  411;  why 
the  phenomena  of  Conservation,  Reproduc- 
tion, and  Representation  have  not  been  dis- 
tinguished in  the  analysis  of  philosophers, 
412;  ordinary  use  of  the  terms  Memory  and 
Reeolleeutm%  412  et  seq. ;  memory  properly  de- 
notes the  power  ot  retention,  ib  ;  this  use 
of  memory  acknowledged  by  Plato,  Aris- 
totle, St  Augustin,  Julius  Cesar  8caliger, 
t&. ;  Joseph  Scaliger,  418;  SuabediSBen,  Fries, 
H  Schmid,  etc.,  414;  Memory  what,  ib. ;  the 
fact  of  retention  admitted,  ib. ;  the  hypoth- 
esis of  Avioenna  regarding  retention,  ib. ; 
retention  admits  of  explanation,  ib. ;  simil- 
itudes suggested  in  illustration  of  the  fac- 
ulty ot  retention,  by  Cicero,  Gassendi,  415; 
these  resemblances  of  use  simply  as  meta- 
phors, ib  ;  11.  Schmid  quoted  on,  416*20; 
the  phenomenon  of  retention  naturally 
arises  from  the  self-energy  oi  mind,  416 :  this 
specially  shown,  416  et  seq.;  the  problem 
most  difficult  of  solution  is  not  how  a  men- 
tal activity  endures,  but  how  it  ever  van- 
ishes, ib.;  the  difficulty  removed  by  the 
principle  of  latent  modifications,  t&. ;  for- 
getfulness,  417;  distraction  and  attention, 
418;  two  observations  regarding  memory— 
I.  The  law  of  retention  extends  over  all  the 
phenomena  of  mind  alike,  418;  2,  the  vari- 
ous attempts  to  explain  memory  by  phys- 
iological hypotheses  unnecessary,  419 ;  mem- 
ory greatly  dependent  on  corporeal  condi- 
tions, ib. ;  physiological  hypotheses  of  the 
older  psychologists  regarding  memory,  420; 
two  qualities  requisite  to  a  good  memory, 
viz.,  Retention  and  Reproduction,  ib.;  re- 
markable case  of  retention  narrated  by 
Muretua,  421-2;  case  of  Giulio  Guidi,  428; 
two  opposite  doctrines  in  regard  to  the  rela 
tions  of  memory  to  the  higher  powers  of 
mind — 1.  That  a  great  power  of  memory  is 
incompatible  with  a  high  degree  of  intelli- 
gence, 424;  this  opinion  refuted  by  facts, 
426 ;  examples  of  high  intelligence  and 
great  memory,  Joseph  Scaliger,  Grotius, 


Pascal,  etc ,  426-6;  2.  That  a  high  degree  of 
intelligence  supposes  great  power  of  mem- 
ory, 426. 

Conbtantius  a  Sarnano,  168. 

Contemplative  Seelings,  see  Feelings. 

Contradiction,  law  of,  see  2ion*Contradio* 
tion  and  Thought 

Contzen,  168. 

Cop*,  referred  to  on  the  meaning  of  of  fftfol, 
of  ffoQurrai,  81 

Cottunius,  272. 

Cousin,  44, 90;  referred  to  on  Descartes'  cog- 
ito  ergo  sum,  269:  vigorously  assaulted  the 
school  ot  Condillac,  277, 807, 466, 642. 

Cowley,  quoted,  609. 

Cramer,  his  Aneedota  Qnua,  referred  to,  86, 
87,81. 

Creation,  as  conceived  by  us,  652. 

Critical  Method,  what,  408;  its  sphere,  *.; 
notice  of  its  employment  in  philosophy,  *. 

Crousax,  808-9 ;  distinguished  Perception 
from  Sensation,  834,601;  quoted  on  Judg- 
ment, 604-6. 

Cudworth,  28 ;  held  Plastic  Medium,  208, 
218,848. 

Culler,  68. 

Custom,  power  of,  69;  skeptical  inference 
from  the  influence  of,  60;  testimonies  to,  62. 

Cuvier,  179. 

Cyrus,  his  great  memory,  426. 

D'Ailly,  642. 

D'Alembert,  177;  on  Touch,  876;  888,  aw 
Sight. 

Damascenes,  referred  to,  on  definition  of 
philosophy,  87, 292. 

Damirok,  referred  to  on  doctrine  of  mental 
latency,  285, 262. 

Da  vies,  Sir  John,  quoted,  62. 

Decomposition,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Deqerando,  177,  210;  quoted  on  Classifica- 
tion, 466.  467. 

Deity,  His  existence  an  Inference  from  a 
special  class  of  effects,  19;  these  exclusively 
given  in  the  phenomena  of  mind,  ib.;  what 
kind  of  cause  constitutes  a  Deity,  ib. ;  no- 
tion of  God  not  contained  in  the  notion  of 
a  mere  First  Cause,  19;  to  the  notions  of  a 
Primary  and  Omnipotent  Cause  must  be 
added  those  of  Intelligence  and  Virtue,  ib. ; 
conditions  of  the  proof  of  the  existence  ot 
a  Deity,  twofold,  20;  proof  of  these  condi- 
tions dependent  on  philosophy,  21. 

Dxmocritus,  his  theory  of  Perception,  298, 
851;  his  doctrine  of  the  qualities  of  matter, 
842;  his  doctrine  that  all  the  senses  are  only 
modifications  of  Touch,  874. 

Demosthenes.  62. 

Denzinoer,  referred  to,  on  definition  of  Phi- 
losophy, 85, 252. 

Djt  Raei,  on  Touch,  876, 613. 

Derodok,  474, 479, 485. 
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Descartes,  referred  to  on  definition  of  phi- 
losophy, 86,  51,  68,  76;  his  division  of  phi- 
losophy, 83;  his  doctrine  of  substance,  108; 
regarded  faculty  of  knowledge  as  the  fun- 
damental power  of  mind,  129 ;  the  first 
uniformly  to  use  cotucientia  as  equivalent 
to  consciousness,  136;  used  reflection  in  its 
psychological  application,  164,  179;  see  At- 
tention, 200;  to  him  belongs  the  hypothesis 
of  Occasional  Causes,  208,  209,  214;  held 
that  the  mind  is  always  conscious,  218;  his 
eogito  ergo  sum,  268,  644,  271;  cardinal  prin- 
ciple of  his  philosophy,  296;  twofold  use  of 
the  term  viea  by,  290;  held  the  more  com- 
plex hypothesis  of  Representative  Percep- 
tion, 300  et  uq.;  distinguished  Perception 
from  Sensation,  884;  recalled  attention  to 
the  distinction  of  Primary  and  Secondary 
Qualities,  812,616,  see  Regulative  Faculty; 
on  pleasure,  591,  set  Feelings. 

Desire,  see  Conation  and  Will. 

Dbsitjtt-Tracy,  177. 

Devillemandy,  referred  to  on  Aristotle's 
doctrine  of  species,  292. 

De  Vries,  801. 

Dexterities,  acquired,  sec  Habit. 

Dianoktic,  how  to  be  employed,  674.  Set 
Logic 

Dioby  (Sir  Kenelm),  867. 

Diogeses,  see  Laertins. 

Discussions  on  Philosophy,  the  author's  re- 
ferred to,  9, 40, 43,  47,  etc. 

Disposition,  what,  124. 

Dogmatists,  a  sect  of  physicians,  noticed, 
89;  headed  by  Galen,  ib, 

Dovelmts,  his  great  memory,  426. 

Doubt,  the  first  step  to  philosophy,  57, 63;  on 
this  philosophers  unanimous,  ib. ;  testimo- 
nies to  need  of,  ib.    See  Philosophy. 

Dreaming,  possible  without  memory,  228: 
an  effect  of  imagination  determined  by  as- 
sociation. 467;  case  of.  mentioned  "by  Abel, 
458. 

Du  Bos,  on  pleasure,  694;  see  Feelings. 

Durandu8,  176;  quoted  on  doctrine  of  spe- 
cies, 292;  his  doctrine  of  species  concurred 
in  by  Occam,  Gregory  of  Rimini,  and  Biel, 
ib.,-  quoted  on  distinction  of  Intuitive  and 
abstractive  knowledge,  816. 

Eberhard,  560.    See  Feelings. 

Education,  Liberal  and  Professional,  dis- 
criminated, 4;  the  true  end  of  liberal  edu- 
cation, 11;  place  and  importance  of  the 
feelings  in  education,  12,  686;  the  great 
problem  in,  687. 

Ego,  or  Self,  meaning  of,  illustrated  from 
Plato,  113;  Aristotle,  Hierocles,  Cicero, 
ilacrobius,  Arbuthnot,  Gatien-Arnoult, 
quoted  in  further  illustration  of,  114-15; 
the  terms  Ego  and  Non-Ego,  preferable 
to  Self  and  Not-Self,  116 ;  how  expressed 


in  German  and  French,  ib.;  the  Ego  and 
Non-Ego  given  by  consciousness  in  equal 
counterpoise  and  independence,  203;  see 
Consciousness. 

Ejlaborative  Faculty,  what,  276,  284,  463; 
acts  included  under,  ib. ;  how  designated, 
276, 463;  defect  in  the  analysis  of  this  fac- 
ulty Dy  philosophers,  464;  positions  to  ba 
established  regarding,  ib.;  comparison  as 
determined  by  objective  conditions,  465;  as 
determined  by  the  necessities  of  the  think- 
ing subject.  466 et  uq.;  Classification,  Com- 
position, or  Synthesis  shown  to  be  an  act 
of  comparison,  466,  474;  in  regard  to  com- 
plex or  collective  notions,  466;  in  the  sim- 
plest act  of  classification,  the  mind  depend- 
ent on  language,  467;  Decomposition  two- 
fold, 1.  in  the  Interest  of  the  Fine  Arts,  468; 
2.  in  the  interest  of  Science,  ib. ;  Abstrac- 
tion, ib.  et  seq. ;  abstraction  of  the  senses, 
ib.,'  abstraction  a  natural  and  necessary 
process*,  469 ;  the  work  of  comparison, 
470;  Generalization,  ib.  et  seq.j  idea  ab- 
stract and  individual,  ib.;  abstract  general 
notions,  what  and  how  formed,  471;  two- 
fold quantity  in  notions, — Extension  and 
Comprehension,  ib. ;  their  designations,  472; 
abstraction  from,  and  attention  to,  are 
correlative  terms,  474;  Partial  or  Con- 
crete Abstraction,  ib. ;  Modal  Abstrac- 
tion, A. ;  generalization  dependent  on  ab- 
straction, but  abstraction  does  not  involve 
generalization,  ib. ;  Stewart  quoted  to  this 
effect,  ib.;  Can  we  form  an  adequate  idea 
of  what  is  denoted  by  an  abstract  general 
term?  476  etseq.;  the  controversy  between 
Nominalism  and  Conceptual  km  principally 
agitated  in  Britain,  ib. ;  two  opinions  on, 
which  still  divide  philosophers,  ib.;  Nomi- 
nalism, what,  477;  maintained  by  Hobbes. 
Berkeley,  Hume,  Adam  Smith,  Campbell, 
and  Stewart,  ib;  doctrine  of  Nominalism 
as  stated  by  Berkeley,  478-9,  488;  Concep- 
tualism  maintained  by  Locke,  479;  by 
Brown,  480-81 ;  Brown's  doctrine  criti- 
cized, 481  et  seq. ;  his  confutation  of  Nom- 
inalism, 482;  1.  That  tne  Nominalists  allow 
the  apprehension  of  resemblance,  proved 
against  Brown  by  reference  to  Hobbe*.  482. 
Hume,  483;  Adam  Smith,  ib.;  Lampbc"., 
484;  Stewart,  ib. ;  2.  That  Brown  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  feeling  (notion)  of  simi.i- 
rude  Is  general,  and  constitutes  the  general 
notion,  —  proved  by  a  series  of  axioms, 
484-5;  possible  grounds  of  Brown's  suppo- 
sition that  the  feeling  of  resemblance  is 
universal,  486-8;  summary  of  the  author's 
doctrine  of  Generalization.  488 ;  Brown's 

# doctrine  of  general  notions  further  consid- 
ered, 489;  Does  language  originate  in  gen- 
eral appellatives  or  by  proper  r.anu*'  4J2 
et  se q„  ste  Language;  Judgment  aud  Kca* 
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toning  shown  to  be  acts  of  comparison,  602 
#i  seq. ;  these  uccessary  from  the  limitation 
of  toe  human  mind,  eft.;  act  of  judgment, 
what,  613;  constituents  of  a  judgment,— 
Subject,  Predicate,  Copula,  604;  expressed 
in  words  is  a  Proposition,  ib. ;  bow  the  parts 
of  a  proposition  are  to  be  discriminated, 
ib.;  what  judgment  involves,  006;  Reason- 
ing, what,  ib.;  illustrated,  t&.;  Deductive 
and  Inductive,  ib. ;  Deductive,  its  axiom, 
606;  its  two  kinds,  ib. ;  Comprehension  and 
Extension  of  notions  as  applied  to  Reason- 
ing, ib  :  1.  Deductive  reasoning  in  the  whole 
of  Comprehension,  507 ;  its  canon  in  this 
whole,  <b. ;  2.  Deductive  reasoning  in  the 
whole  of  Extension,  508;  Inductive  reason- 
ing, it*  axiom,  £09;  of  two  kinds,  ib.;  De- 
ductive and  Inductive  illation  must  be  of 
an  absolute  necessity,  ib.;  account  of  In- 
duction by  logicians  erroneous,  ib. ;  in  Ex- 
tension and  Comprehension,  the  analysis 
of  the  one  corresponds  to  the  synthesis  of 
the  other,  510;  confusion  among  philoso- 
phers from  not  having  observed  this,  511. 

Elkatic  school,  75. 

Empedocles,  290, 387. 

Empiric  or  Empirical,  Its  by-meaning  in 
common  English,  33;  origin  of  this  mean- 
ing, ib. ;  its  philosophical  meaning,  3D;  used 
in  contrast  with  the  term  necessary,  40,  see 
Knowledge;  the  terms  historical  and  empir- 
ical, used  as  synonymous  by  Aristotle,  ib. 

Empirics,  the,  noticed,  38.    See  Empiric. 

Empiric  us,  Sextus,  quoted  on  division  of 
philosophy,  80,  81 ;  his  employment  of 
0*wai<Tdr)0'ii,  138. 

Enckpiialos,  art  Brain. 

Encyclopedia  Britannica,  100,  et  alibi. 

Ends  and  Meau.s  discriminated,  14;  adapta- 
tion of  means  to  ends,  how  pleasing,  622; 
ends  of  two  kinds,  external  and  internal, 
hence  the  Useful  and  the  Perfect,  ib. 

Exeroy,  what,  124;  distinction  of  first  and 
second,  ib  ;  we  may  suppose  three  kinds  of 
mental,  — Ineunt,  Immanent,  and  Transe- 
unt,  565,  see  Mind.. 

Ennui,  003.    See  FeelingB. 

Epiiesics,  Michael,  his  employment  of  <rvy ad- 
<7>?)<m,  138;  his  doctrine  of  consciousness, 
139,  see  Psellus,  Michael  ;  referred  to  on 
Aristotle's  doctrine  of  species,  293. 

Epictetus,  referred  to,  34. 

Epic ukkans,  division  of  philosophy  adopted 
by,  80. 

Epicurus,  his  theory  of  Perception,  298, 
351. 

Ethics,  presupposes  a  certain  knowledge  of 
mind,  44;  why  usually  designated  a  science, 
83;  division  of  philosophy,  80;  a  nomolog- 
ical  science,  86. 

Euclid.  291. 

EuoEMius,  or  Eugenics,  of  Bulgaria,  his  em- 


ployment of  owit&QO-is  and  (runs f'/wwm, 
138,  472,  507. 

Eulkr,  his  great  memory,  206, 425. 

Euripides,  quoted,  460. 

Eusebius,  81. 

Eustratius,  188. 

Examinations,  their  use  and  importance  in 
a  class  of  Philosophy,  12. 

Excluded  Middle,  law  of.  526. 

Exxrtive,  as  a  term  denoting  faculties  of 
will  and  desire.  128. 

Existence,  analogy  between  our  experience 
and  the  absolute  order  of,  22;  man's  knowl- 
edge of  relative,  96  et  seg.;  all  not  com- 
prised in  what  is  relative  to  us,  99,  tee 
Knowledge ;  potential  and  actual,  how  dis- 
tinguished. 124;  designations  of  potential 
and  of  actual,  ib.;  the  highest  form  of 
thought,  525, 548. 

Experiential,  39. 

Experimental,  its  limitation,  39. 

Extension,  an  object  of  Sight,  385,  see  Sight; 
cannot  be  represented  to  the  mind  except 
as  colored,  885, 387;  cannot  be  represented 
in  Imagination  without  shape,  886;  objec- 
tion to  this  doctrine  obviated,  387.  See 
Space. 

Extension  of  notions,  see  Elaborative  Fac- 
ulty.    * 

Facciolati,  68. 

Faculty,  origin  and  meaning,  128;  appro- 
priately applied  to  natural  capabilities.  124; 
distinguished  from  capacity,  269;  form  of, 
what,  401. 

Feelings,  one  grand  division  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  mind,  86,  559:  homology  of.  87; 
this  called  Philosophy  of  Taste.  JEuhetic.  ib  ; 
ambiguity  of  word.  ib..  127,  561;  Nomology 
of  Feelings  best  denominated  Apolauxtic. 
87;  twp  preliminary  questions  regarding, 
559;  I.  Do  the  phenomena  of  Pleasure  and 
Pain  constitute  a  distinct  order  of  mental 
states  ?  f6.,  et  seq  ;  the  feelings  not  recog- 
nized as  the  manifestations  of  any  funda- 
mental power  by  Aristotle  or  Plato,  or  un- 
til a  very  recent  period,  560;  recognition 
of  the  feelings  by  modern  philosophers,  ib.  ; 
Sulzer,  Mendelssohn,  Ksestner,  Meiners, 
Ebcrhard,  Plainer,  660;  Kant  the  first  to 
establish  the  trichotomy  of  the  mental  pow- 
ers, 661 ;  Kant's  doctrine  controverted  by 
some  philosophers  of  note,  ib. ,-  Can  we  dis- 
criminate in  consciousness  certain  states 
whioh  cannot  be  reduced  to  those  of  Cog- 
nition or  Conation?  663;  this  question  de- 
cided in  the  affirmative  by  an  appeal  to 
experience,  ib ;  grounds  on  which  objection 
has  been  taken  to  tlte  feeliugs  as  a  class  of 
mental  phenomena  coordinate  with  those 
of  cognition  and  conation.  564  et  seq. ;  Krug 
quoted,  664-6;  Biunde  quoted  in  answer  to 
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King,  565-6 ;  II.  What  is  the  position  of 
the  Feelings  by  reference  to  the  two  other 
classes  of  mental  phenomena?  667  et  stq.; 
Biunde  quoted  on  this  question,  567-9; 
intermediate  between  the  cognitions  and 
conations,  567 ;  importance  of  a  correct 
understanding  of  the  nature  and  influence 
of,  66S;  place  of  the  theory  of,  in  the  sci- 
ence of  mind,  569;  III.  Into  what  subdivis- 
ions arc  the  Feelings  to  be  distributed?  t&., 
et  stq. ;  divisions  proposed  by  philosophers, 
ib  ;  by  Kant,  ib.;  Schulze,  570;  Hillebrand, 
ib  ;  Uerbart,  ib.;  Carus,  ib.;  how  discrimi- 
nated from  cognition  and  conation,  672; 
what  are  the  general  conditions  which  de- 
termine the  existence  of  Pleasure  and  Pain? 
573  et  seq,;  I.  Theory  of  Pleasure  and  Pain 
stated  in  the  abstract,  ib.>  et  seq.;  pleasure 
and  pain  opposed  as  contraries,  675;  defi- 
nitions of  pleasure  and  pain,  677 ;  these 
illustrated,  1.  pleasure  the  reflex  of  energy, 
ib.;  2.  spontaneous  and  unimpeded,  678;  3. 
of  which  we  are  conscious,  ib.;  pleasure 
Positive  and  Negative,  ib.,-  pain  Positive 
and  Negative,  579 ;  positive  pain  subdi- 
vided, ib.;  corollaries  from  preceding  doc- 
trine, ib  ;  general  historical  notices  of  the- 
ories of  the  Pleasurable,  580  tt  stq. ;  these 
theories  fall  into  two  grand  olasses — the 
Platonic  and  Aristotelic,  5S1 ;  Plato  the  first 
to  attempt  the  generalization  of  a  law  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  ib. ;  Plato's  theory, — 
that  a  state  of  pleasure  is  always  preceded 
by  a  state  of  pain,  #.,  tt  stq. ;  sum  of  Plato's 
doctrine  of  the  pleasurable,  588 ;  the  doc- 
trine of  Aristotle  proposed  to  correct  and 
supplement  the  Platonic,  684;  the  theory 
of  Aristotle,  —  pleasure  the  concomitant  of 
the  unhnjieried  energy  of  a  power,  535; 
nothing  added  in  antiquity  to  the  two  the- 
ories of  Plato  and  Arfetotle,  586;  the  theo- 
ries of  PJnpD  and  Aristotle  reduced  to  unity, 
587  ;  in  what  seuse  the  Platonic  dogma  is 
true,  ib. ;  after  compulsory  inaction  pleasure 
higher  than  in  ordinary  circumstances,  588; 
unfair  to  apply  the  magnifying  effect  of 
contrast  to  disprove  the  positive  reality 
of  pleasure  more  than  of  pain,  ib. ;  pleasure 
and  pain  both  Absolute  and  Relative,  589; 
Cardan  held  a  theory  identical  with  Plato's, 
ib. ;  his  theory  criticized,  590 ;  Montaigne 
held  a  similar  doctrine,  ib. ;  Descartes'  doc- 
trine of  the  pleasurable,  591 ;  groundlessly 
lauded  for  its  novelty  and  importance,  ib.; 
only  a  vague  version  of  that  of  Aristotle, 
592;  Leibnitz  adopted  both  the  counter  the- 
ories, ib. ;  doctrine  of  Wolf,  ib.  ,•  wrongly 
considers  pleasure  an  attribute  of  the  ob- 
ject, 593;  Wolfs  doctrine  partially  assailed 
by  Mendelssohn,  594 ;  doctrine  of  Du  Bos 
and  Pouilly,  ib.;  of  Sulzer,  596,  598;  of 
Geuovesl  and  Verri,  698 ;   of  Kant,  699; 


Classification  of  Feelings,  602 ;  their  prin- 
ciple of  classification  internal,  ib.;  admit 
of  a  twofold  classification,  as  Causes  and  aa 
Effects,  ib. ;  as  causes  divided  into  Pleasur- 
able and  Painful,  608;  application  of  fore- 
going theory  to  explain  in  general  the 
causes  of  pleasurable  and  painful  feeling, 
ib.,  tt  stq. ;  apparent  contradictions  of  the 
theory  prove  real  confirmations,  ib. ;  Dolce 
far  nientt,  ib.;  Ennui,  ib.;  all  occupation 
cither  play  or  labor,  ib. ;  love  of  action  sig- 
nalized as  a  fact  in  human  nature  by  all 
observers,  604;  by  Samuel  Johnson,  ib.; 
Adam  Ferguson,  ib. ;  Paley,  606;  the  theory 
confirmed  by  the  phenomena  of  the  Pain- 
ful Affections,  ib.,  et  stq.;  of  Grief,  606; 
authors  by  whom  these  observed,  ib. ;  of 
Fear,  607;  of  Pity,  ib.;  of  Energetic  Emo- 
tions, 608;  general  causes  which  contribute 
to  raise  or  lower  the  intensity  of  our  ener- 
gies, ib.%  tt  stq.;  I.  Novelty,  ib  ;  II.  Con- 
trast, 609;  III.  Harmony  and  Discord,  610; 
IV.  Association,  611 ;  this  principle  mppoea 
pains  and  pleasures  not  founded  on  itself, 
ib.;  the  attempt  to  resolve  all  our  pleas- 
ures and  pains  into  association  vicious  in  a 
twofold  way,  612;  Hutches  on  more  prop- 
erly appreciated  the  influence  of  association, 
ib>t  the  Feelings  considered  as  Effects,  C13 
et  stq.;  as  many  different  feelings  as  there 
are  distinct  modes  of  mental  activity,  ib.  ; 
two  grand  classes  of,  I.  Sensations,  ib.,  et 
stq. ;  of  sensations,  two  classes,  1.  of  the 
Five  Senses;  2.  of  the  Sensus  Vagus,  614 
et  stq. ;  organic  pleasure  and  pain,  ib  ;  how 
far  the  theory  of  pleasure  and  pain  af- 
fords an  explanation  of  the  phenomena, 
615;  II.  Sentiments,  divided  into  Contem- 
plative and  Practical,  616  ;  Contemplative 
into  those  of  the  Subsidiary  Faculties,  and 
of  the  Elaborative,  ib.,  et  stq. ;  the  first  class 
into  those  of  Self-Consciousness  and  of  Im- 
agination, ib.;  a.  of  Self-Consciousness,  <&., 
et  stq. ;  Tedium  or  Ennui,  ib. ;  Pastimes,  017 ; 
Games  of  Skill  and  Chance,  ib  ;  Giddiness, 
618;  Nausea,  ib.;  b.  Sentiments  concomi- 
tant of  Imagination,  618  tt  •*"?.;  the  Beauti- 
ful, how  constituted,  619, 624  tt  stq. ;  condi- 
tions of  the  pleasurable  as  regards  the 
Understanding,  620  et  stq  ;  obscure  ur.<! 
confused  cognitions,  how  disagreeable.  /'»  . 
Wit,  how  pleasing;  Sentiment  of  Tin;.., 
how  pleasing,  620-21;  Generalization  iv.A 
Specification,  how  pleasurable,  G21  ;  Sci- 
ence, how  pleasing,  622;  Deduction  from 
first  principles,  ib.;  adaptation  oi  31ea:»*  to 
Ends,  how  pleasing,  ib  ;  Feedings  t!;a:  u  i"? 
from  the  Imagination  and  unde:st»i.r.p.>{ 
in  conjunction.  619  et  s»q  ,  024;  IV.nn  a  ... 
Sublimity,  624  tt  *■./. ;  Itaur.y  i  i  :ii  - »: "^  «• '. 
as  absolute  and  Relative.  i'>  ;  thi-  i  '• .  i  - 
tion  unsound,  625;  the  Useful  :...i.  :'..■*■  *    ..»• 
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tiftal  distinct,  f6  ;  St.  Angusrln's  doctrine 
an  this  point  superior  to  the  modern,  i*. ; 
Relative  Beauty,  what,  628;  the  theory  of 
Free  or  Absolute  Beauty,  ib. ;  the  theory 
explains  the  difference  of  individuals  in  the 
apprehension  of  the  Beautiful,  ib. ;  and 
affordi  the  reason  why  oar  pleasure  is  less- 
ened when  we  analyze  the  object  into  its 
parti,  627;  Relative  Beauty  from  the  con- 
formity of  Mean  to  End,  ib.;  judgments  of 
taste  either  Pure  or  mixed,  628;  the  Beau- 
tiful defined,  ib.;  the  feeling  of  the  Sublime 
partly  pleasurable,  partly  painful,  t&.,  et  stq; 
theory  of  the  Sublime,  ib. ;  the  Sublime  di- 
vided into  that  o,f  Extension,  Pro  tension, 
and  Intension,  629  et  seq. ;  Kant  quoted  in 
illustration  of  the  Sublime  in  Its  three 
forms,  630;  the  Picturesque,  wherein  it  con- 
sists, and  how  it  differs  from  the  Sublime 
and  Beautiful,  681 ;  the  Practical  Feelings, 
ib.;  their  divisions,  1.  those  relative  to  Self- 
preservation,  632  ;  2.  Enjoyment  of  Exist- 
ence, ib.;  8.  Preservation  of  Species,  ft.; 
1.  Tendency  to  Development,  633 ;  6.  the 
Moral  Law,  ib. 

Ferguson  (Adam),  61, 678;  on  love  of  action, 
604. 

Ferraxuenns,  176, 272, 816. 

Fichtjs.  referred  to  on  definition  of  philoso- 
phy, 85;  division  of  philosophy  adopted  by, 
84,  202;  issue  of  his  Idealism,  204;  his  ob- 
jection to  the  doctrine  of  Natural  Realism, 
859. 

Ficinub,  Marsillius,  48,  176;  quoted  on  a 
passage  In  Plato's  Thn&us,  213, 271. 

Flint,  Rev.  Mr  ,  case  of,  237. 

Forge.  De  la,  162;  held  hypothesis  of  Divine 
Assistance  209. 

Fokrxca,  468. 

FBACA8TORIU8,  quoted  on  Platonic  philoso- 
phy, 289. 

Franklin,  go. 

Frkigius,  Joannes  Thomas,  96. 

Fries,  262, 268, 414,  429, 431, 488. 

Fromondub,  270, 272. 

Function,  what,  126. 

Gatien-Arnoult,  57, 68, 64;  quoted  on  Ego, 
116,463. 

Gale,  Theoph.,  94. 

Galen,  89,  see  Dogmatists;  his  doctrine  of 
mental  powers,  270,  291, 292;  on  Touch,  377. 

Gall,  his  mode  of  phrenological  discovery, 
666  et  seq.:  how  he  met  the  argument 
against  phrenology  from  the  existence  and 
extent  of  the  Frontal  Sinuses,  654.  See 
Phrenology  and  Sinuses. 

Gabnier,  quoted,  60, 61. 

Gassendi,  his  division  of  philosophy,  84; 
used  reflection  in  its  psychological  applica- 
tion, 262;  held  Plastic  Medium,  214,  650; 
referred  to  on  Aristotle's  doctrine  of  spe- 


cies, 292;  fundamental  error  of  Stewart  in 
regard  to  the  philosophy  of,  407;  though  a 
Sensationalist  he  admitted  Reflection  as  a 
source  of  knowledge.  406 ;  and  did  not  as- 
similate Reflection  to  Sense,  ib  ;  his  divis- 
ion of  the  cognitive  phenomena,  ib. ;  Intel- 
lect, according  to  him,  has  three  functions, 
—  1.  Intellectual  apprehension,  409;  2.  Re- 
flection, 410 ;  8.  Reasoning,  ib. ;  416.  See  Con- 
servative Faculty. 

Gefuhl,  ambiguous,  662.    See  Feeling 

Generalization,  see  EJaborative  Faculty. 

General  notions,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Genovksi,  272 ,  distinguished  Perception  from 
Sensation,  884, 613;  on  pleasure,  598. 

Gerard  (Alexander),  on  laws  of  Association, 
480. 

Geruzez,  66,  76. 

Glandules  Pacclhoni,  what,  666;  argument 
against  phrenology  derived  from,  ib 

Gleig  (Bishop),  his  opinion  of  field's  pole- 
mic on  perception,  298. 

Gnoseologia,  what,  86. 

Gnostologia,  set  Gnoseologia. 

Goclenius,  Rndolphus,  the  first  to  apply  the 
term  psychology  to  a  treatise  relative  to  the 
human  mind,  96, 168. 

Goroias,  the  sophist,  204. 

Gove  anus,  Antonius,  613. 

Grammar,  why  usually  designated  an  art, 
81,  88;  universal  or  philosophical,  a  nomo- 
loglcal  science,  87. 

Grammarian,  John  the,  see  Fhiloponus. 

Gray,  quoted,  488. 

Greek  language,  example  of  its  perfection, 
128;  expresses  syntactical  relations  by  flex- 
ion, 176. 

Gregory  (Dr.  James),  his  great  memory,  426. 

Gregory,  of  Rimini,  176, 270, 816 

Gregory,  of  Nazianzum,  quoted,  433 

Gregory,  of  Nyssa,  quoted  on  mental  pow- 
ers, 270. 

Gregoroviub,  quoted  on  memory  of  Guidi, 
428. 

Grimm,  95. 

GROTir/s,  his  great  memory,  425 

GRUITHUI8EN,  377. 

Guidi,  Giullo,  his  great  memory,  426. 
G  buyer,  262. 

Habit,  what,  124;  acquired  habits,  three  the- 
ories of,  viz.:  the  mechanical,  theory  of 
consciousness  without  memory,  and  the 
theory  of  latency,  247-9,  256-7;  explained 
in  accordance  with  analogy  by  theory  of 
mental  latency,  257. 

Halle,  postman  of,  ease  of,  showing  thai 
the  mind  is  active  while  body  asleep,  283. 

Haller,  283. 

Hartley,  his  theory  of  habit,  mechanical, 
247. 

Hartlbian  School/880. 
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Ha  vet,  hit  edition  of  Pascal's  Pertaies,  re- 
ferred to,  887. 

Uegkl,  referred  to  on  definition  of  philoso- 
phy, 86,  46. 

HEIN8IU8,  418. 

Helvetius,  quoted  on  the  influence  of  pre- 
conceived opinions,  64, 178-9,  see  Attention. 

H  EMSTKRHUis,  108, 616 ;  referred  to  on  Beauty, 
628. 

Henry,  of  Ghent,  his  doctrine  of  mental 
powers,  272. 

Heraclides  Pontlcus,  84. 

Heraclitus,  63,  852. 

H  tan  art,  501, 670.  set  Feelings. 

Hermits,  see  Ammonius. 

Herodotus,  uses  the  verb  QikocroQur,  84, 60. 

llERViBus,  176, 292. 

Hekz,  Marcus,  618. 

Hesiod,  quoted,  686. 

Hikroclbs,  114;  his  employment  of  trvvala- 
Sip  i$,  176. 

Hilairb,  St.,  416. 

Hillkbrand,  570,  tee  Feelings. 

Hippocrates,  alleged  expression  of,  quoted, 
34;  writing  in  which  it  occurs  spurious,  ib. 

Historical  Knowledge,  see  Empirical  and 
Knowledge. 

Hobbeb,  quoted  on  definition  of  philosophy, 
86;  a  material  idealist,  809;  quoted  on  the 
train  of  thought,  428;  a  nominalist,  477, 
646. 

Hocker,  108. 

Hoffbaubr,  maintained  that  great  intelli- 
gence supposes  great  memory,  426. 

Homer,  quoted,  87,  262. 

Homotel,  68. 

Horace,  quoted,  126, 488, 518. 

Hortk>'SIU8,  liis  great  memory,  426. 

Hubner,  distinguished  Vital  Sense  from  Or- 
ganic Senses,  877. 

Hugo  a  Sancto  Viciore,  816. 

Hues,  61. 

Hume,  quoted  on  testimony  of  consciousness 
in  Perception,  201, 848;  his  nihilism  a  skep- 
tical conclusion  from  the  premises  of  pre- 
vious philosophers,  476;  doubts  the  truth 
of  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to  our 
mental  unity,  269;  his  skepticism,  its  mean- 
ing, use,  and  results,  642  ti  teq.;  quoted 
as  to  ground  of  rejecting  the  testimony  of 
Consciousness  in  Perception,  858;  on  laws 
of  Association,  480;  quoted  on  Imagina- 
tion, 456;  quoted  on  Nominalism,  477, 488, 
682,  see  Regulative  Faculty;  641, tet  ibid.; 
refuted  attempts  to  establish  the  principle 
of  Causality  on  that  of  Contradiction,  646. 

Hutchbsok,  regarded  Consciousness  as  a 
special  faculty,  144;  distinguished  Percep- 
tion from  8ensation,  884;  quoted  on  divis- 
ion of  senses  into  five,  877, 579;  quoted  and 
commended  on  Association,  612;  on  Abso- 
lute and  Relative  Beauty,  604. 


Hypothesis,  what,  117;  first  condition  of  a 
legitimate,  ib.;  second,  119;  see  also  862  et 
seq. ;  criteria  of  good  and  bad,  119. 

Iamblichus,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  271. 

Idealism,  Cosmothetic,  what,  206 ;  embraces 
the  majority  of  modern  philosophers,  ib.; 
its  subdivisions,  t'6.,  see  Consciousness;  ab- 
solute, how  a  philosophical  system  is  often 
prevented  from  falling  into,  206. 

Identity,  law  of;  679. 

Imagination,  tee  Representative  Faculty. 

Immediate  Knowledge,  see  Knowledge. 

Incompressibility,  ultimate  law  of,  whence 
derived,  658. 

Induction,  what,  72;  a  synthetic  process,  78; 
inductive  method,  notice  of  its  employment 
in  philosophy,  408 ;  inductive  reasoning,  609. 

Infinite,  see  Regulative  Faculty. 

Influence,  term  brought  into  common  use 
by  Suarez,  218;  it\fluxusy  first  used  in  the 
pseudo-Aristotelic  treatise.De  Gnaw,  ib. 

Intuitive  Knowledge,  se/  Knowledge. .    . 

Ionic  School,  78,  74. 

Iren^sus,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  270. 

Irwino,  168. 

Isidorub,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  270. 

Italic  Sohool,  74, 

Jacobi,  quoted,  27, 29,202;  holds  a  doctrine 
of  Perception  analogous  to  that  of  Reid, 
285,  614. 

Jandukus,  on  Touch,  876. 

Jardine,  Professor,  noticed,  638;  quoted  on 
the  best  method  of  determining  merit  in  a 
class  of  philosophy,  t'6.,  et  seq. 

Jeffrey  (Francis),  noticed  on  Association, 
612. 

Jerome,  of  Prague,  61. 

Johnson,  Samuel,  quoted  on  love  of  action, 
604. 

Jonbok,  Ben,  his  great  memory,  426. 

Jouffboy,  quoted  in  support  of  the  author's 
doctrine  that  the  mind  is  never  wholly  in- 
active, and  that  we  are  never  wholly  un- 
conscious of  its  activity,  and  of  sundry 
other  conclusions,  226  et  seq.;  holds  that 
the  mind  is  frequently  awake  when  the 
senses  are  asleep,  ib.;  thinks  it  probable 
that  the  mind  is  always  awake,  ib  ;  gives 
induction  of  facts  in  support  of  this  con- 
clusion, 226  et  seq.;  gives  analysis  and  .ex- 
planation* of  the  phenomena  adduced,  227 
et  seq.;  holds  distraction  and  non-distrac- 
tion matters  of  intelligence,  228;  applies 
foregoing  analysis  to  phenomena  of  sleep, 
220;  his  doctrine  illustrated  by  personal 
experience,  280  et  seq  ;  by  experience  of 
those  attendant  on  the  sick,  2S1 ;  by  awak- 
ening at  an  appointed  hour,  ib.;  his  general 
conclusions,  282  et  seq. ;  his  theory  corrobo- 
rated by  the  case  of  the  postman  of  Halle, 


89 


706 


INDEX. 


£.,  et  seq, ;  belonged  to  the  Sooto-GsJlican 

School  of  Philosophy,  646. 
Judgment,  see  filaborative  Faculty. 
Juvenal,  quoted,  618,  696. 

Kasthxk,  660,  see  Feelings;  quoted  on  Des- 
cartes' doctrine  of  pleasure,  591. 

Kjlmks,  referred  to  on  question  of  mental 
latency,  262;  quoted  on  utility  of  Abstrac- 
tion, 470. 

Kant,  quoted,  28;  referred  to  on  definition 
of  philosophy,  86,  41,  48;  his  anticipation 
of  the  discovery  of  Uranus,  40;  his  division 
of  philosophy,  84, 99 ;  admits  the  fact  of  the 
testimony  of  consciousness  in  perception, 
302, 208;  maintains  that  we  are  always  con- 
sciously active,  222,  262;  doubts  the  truth 
of  the  testimony  of  consciousness  to  our 
Mental  Unity,  269;  and  to  our  Mental  Iden- 
tity, 260;  a  Scotchman  by  descent,  648;  his 
philosophy  originated  in  a  recoil  against 
the  skepticism  of  Hume,  648-4;  his  doctrine 
of  space  and  time,  647-8,  271;  enunciated 
the  law  by  which  Perception  and  Sensation 
are  governed  in  their  reciprocal  relations, 
886;  divides  the  senses  into  two,— Stiuw 
Vagus  and  Ssnsus  Fixus,  877, 402,  see  Neces- 
sity; quoted  on  proper  application  of  term 
Abstraction,  474, 661, 669, 698;  on  Beauty,  626, 
see  Feelings;  quoted,  680;  see  ibid.,-  his  anal- 
ysis of  judgments,'  681. 

Ksckbbjiakn,  distinguished  Reflexion  from 
Observation,  262, 618. 

Kepler,  63. 

Know  thyself,  27. 

Knowledge,  discriminated  from  intellectual 
cultivation,  6;  whether  knowledge  or  men- 
tal exercise  the  superior  end,  considered, 
6 ;  popular  solution  of  this  question, — that 
knowledge  is  the  higher  end,— and  its  re- 
sults, 6;  knowledge  either  practical  or  spec- 
ulative, 7;  the  end  of  practical  knowledge, 
ib.;  the  end  of  speculative  knowledge,  ib.; 
the  question  resolved  by  philosophers  in 
contradiction  to  the  ordinary  opinion,  8; 
this  contradiction  even  involved  in  the  term 
Philosophy,  ib.,-  authorities  adduced  as  to 
mental  exercise  being  higher  than  knowl- 
edge,—Plato,  Prior,  Aristotle,  Aquinas, 
Scotus,  Malebranche,  Lesslng,  Von  Mailer, 
Jean  Paul  Richter,  9;  knowledge  philo- 
sophical, scientific  or  rational,  and  empiri- 
cal or  historical  discriminated,  88—40;  em- 
pirical, the  knowledge  that  a  thing  is,— 
to  6Vt,  89;  examples  of,  40;  this  expression 
how  rendered  in  Latin,  ib.,  see  Empirical; 
philosophical,  the  knowledge  why  or  how 
a  thing  is,  ib.;  man's  knowledge  relative, 
48, 96—104;  the  representation  of  multitude 
in  unity,  47,  see  Unity;  faculties  of;  one 
grand  division  of  powers  of  mind,  86;  tes- 
timonies to  relativity  of;— Aristotle,  Au- 


gustin,  Melanchthon,  elder  Scaliger,  96-4; 
all  existence  not  comprised  in  what  is 
relative  to  us,  90;  this  principle  has  two 
branches,  ib.;  the  first,  100;  the  second, 
102-8;  three  senses  in  which  knowledge 
relative,  104;  two  opposite  series  of  expres- 
sions applied  to,  ib.;  faculty  of,  regarded 
by  some  philosophers  as  the  fundamental 
power  of  mind,  129;  distribution  of  the 
special  faculties  of,  287  et  seq.;  the  special 
faculties  of,  evolved  out  of  consciousness, 
278;  enumeration  of  the  special  faculties 
of,  ib.  et  seq ,  288-4;  a  priori  and  a  posteriori, 
286;  relation  of  to  experience,  how  best  ex- 
pressed, ib.;  special  faculties  of,  considered 
in  detail,  286  et  seq.;  the  distinction  of  In- 
tuitive or  Immediate,  and  Representative 
or  Mediate  Knowledge,  318  et  sea.,  and  161 ; 
the  contrasts  between  these  two  kinds  of, 
816;  this  distinction  taken  by  certain  of  the 
schoolmen,  816;  that  the  relation  of  knowl- 
edge supposes  a  similarity,  or  sameness, 
between  subject  and  object  an  influential 
principle  in  philosophy,  861;  the  opposite 
of  this  principle  held  by  some,  862;  refuted, 
ib.,  et  seq,;  the  essential  peculiarities  of 
knowledge,  672  et  seq. 

Knowledges,  term  used  by  Bacon  and  Ser- 
geant, 41. 

Kruo,  84;  on  definition  of  philosophy,  85; 
attacked  the  Kantian  division  of  the  men- 
tal phenomena,  129, 664,  see  Feelings. 

Kustbr,  188. 

Labouliniere,  880. 

Lactantius,  his  doctrine  of  mental  powers 
270, 291 ;  denied  the  necessity  of  visual  spe- 
cies, ib. 

Laertius,  Diogenes,  84,  81;  uses  <rM«rts 
for  consciousness,  188. 

Language,  Does  it  originate  in  General  Ap- 
pellatives or  by  Proper  Names?  492  et  seq.  ; 
this  the  question  of  the  Primum  Cognition-, 
498;  1.  That  all  terms,  as  at  first  employed, 
are  expressive  of  individual  objects,  main- 
tained by  Yives  and  others,  ib.;  Vives 
quoted  to  this  effect,  ib.;  Locke  quoted, 
ib. ;  Adam  Smith  quoted  to  same  effect,  494; 
2.  An  opposite  doctrine  maintained  by 
many  of  the  schoolmen,  496  et  seq.;  by 
Gampanella,  496;  Ifeibnlts  quoted  to  this 
effect,  i*6. ;  Turgot  oited  to  same  effect,  497; 
8.  A  third  or  intermediate  opinion,— that 
language  at  first  expresses  only  the  vague 
and  confused,  ib.,  et  seq.;  Perception  com- 
mences with  masses,  498,  see  also  871;  the 
mind  in  elaborating  its  knowledge  pro- 
ceeds by  analysis  from  the  whole  to  the 
parts,  496,  601 ;  Degerando,  quoted  to  this 
effect,  489;  the  intermediate  opinion  main- 
tained by  Aristotle,  600;  and  by  Julius 
Casar  Scaliger,  ib. 
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Labomiquterb,  quoted  on  hypothesis  of 
Occasional  Causes,  209  et  seq.;  on  Pre- 
established  Harmony,  210  «f  seq.;  on  Plas- 
tic Medium,  211 ;  on  Physical  Influence,  213 
et  seq. ;  quoted  on  abstraction,  468. 

Latency,  mental,  what,  and  its  three  de- 
grees, 286  et  seq.    See  Consciousness. 

Latin  language,  expresses  syntactical  rela- 
tions by  flexion,  176. 

Laval,  Comtesse  de,  case  of,  288. 

Law,  Bishop,  his  doctrine  of  substance,  106. 

Lb  Clebc,  see  Clerc. 

Lex  (Dr.  Henry),  referred  to  on  Locke,  407. 

Leibnitz,  referred  to  on  definition  of  phi- 
losophy, 85,  48,  96;  first  to  limit  the  term 
capacity  to  passivity  of  mind,  128;  regarded 
faculty  of  knowledge  as  the  fundamental 
power  of  mind,  129;  quoted  on  veracity  of 
consciousness,  184,208;  held  hypothesis  of 
Fredstablisbed  Harmony,  206, 210;  opposed 
Locke's  doctrine  that  the  mind  is  not  al- 
ways conscious,  221;  but  does  not  precisely 
answer  the  question  mooted,  ib.;  referred 
to  on  minima  of  sense,  244;  the  first  to  pro- 
claim the  doctrine  of  mental  latency,  251; 
unfortunate  in  the  terms  he  employed  to 
designate  the  latent  modifications  of  mind, 
ib. ;  referred  to  on  our  mental  identity,  260, 
271, 280,  404,  see  Necessity ;  414, 496,  see  Lan- 
guage; 618,  516,  see  Regulative  Faculty; 
692,  see  Feelings. 

Lkidebtbost,  876;  the  first  to  distinguish 
the  Vital  Sense  from  the  Organic  Senses, 
877. 

Leo  Hebneus,  290. 

Lbbbing,  quoted,  9.    See  Knowledge. 

Lewd,  its  etymology,  58. 

Liberty  of  Will,  666  et  seq, ;  the  question  of, 
as  viewed  by  the  Scottish  school,  692;  may 
be  dealt  with  in  two  ways,  696. 

LlCHBTUB,  176. 

Locke,  61;  adopted  Gaseendi's  division  of 
philosophy,  84;  quoted  on  power,  121-2;  his 
doctrine  of  Reflexion  as  a  source  of  knowl- 
edge, 162;  held  that  the  mind  cannot  exist 
at  the  same  moment  in  two  different  states, 
178;  his  doctrine  on  this  point  refuted  by 
Leibnits,  ib.;  denied  that  the  mind  is  al- 
ways conscious,  218-19;  his  assumption  that 
consciousness  and  the  recollection  of  con- 
sciousness are  convertible,  disproved  by 
somnambulism,  222;  erroneously  attributed 
the  doctrine  of  latent  mental  modifications 
to  the  Cartesians,  260;  on  mental  identity, 
260;  his  doctrine  of  Perception,  804;  gen- 
eral character  of  his  philosophical  style, 
806;  quoted  on  the  doctrine  that  the  sec- 
ondary qualities  of  matter  are  merely  men- 
tal states,  807;  his  distinction  of  primary 
and  secondary  qualities,  848;  did  not  origi- 
nate the  question  regarding  plurality  of 
senses  under  Touch,  876, 891;  neglected  the 


Critical  Method  in  philosophy,  406;  has  his 
philosophy  been  misrepresented  by  Con- 
dillac?  404  et  seq.;  Stewart,  quoted  in  vin- 
dication of,  404-6;  Stewart's  vindication 
of,  unsatisfactory,  406;  Condillac  justified 
in  his  simplification  of  the  doctrine  of,  i*.; 
his  Reflection  compatible  with  Sensualism, 
A.,  466;  quoted  on  Conceptuallsm,  477;  498, 
see  Language;  642,  see  Causality;  646. 

Logic,  defined,  81, 87;  as  initiative  course  of 
philosophy,  81, 90;  class  of,  how  to  be  con- 
ducted, 10,  11,  see  Philosophy;  presupposes 
a  certain  knowledge  of  the  operations  of 
the  mind,  44;  controversy  among  the  an- 
cients regarding  its  relation  to  philosophy, 
81;  why  usually  designated  an  art,  88;  a 
nomological  science,  87;  Dianoetlc  best 
name  of,  ib.;  its  place  in  philosophy,  and 
in  a  course  of  philosophical  instruction,  90. 

Lombard,  Peter,  816. 

Losstus,  Lexikon,  646, 678, 60L 

Lucan,  quoted,  606. 

Lucretius,  quoted,  184,  212,  298,  609;  on 
mixed  feeling  of  the  sublime,  680. 

Ludkrs,  678. 

Luther,  61, 68. 

Lydus,  Prlscianus,  on  unity  of  knowledge, 
48;  the  Platonic  doctrine  of  Perception  as 
expounded  by,  298. 

Maa88,262. 

Mackintosh,  Sir  James,  92;  his  great  mem- 
ory, 426. 

Macrobius,  referred  to,  on  definition  of  phi- 
losophy, 87, 114. 

Maine  de  Biran,  474, 642,  see  Causality. 

Major,  John,  referred  to,  on  Intuitive  and 
Abstractive  Knowledge,  816. 

Malebbanchb,  9,  64,  108,  168;  quoted  on 
plaoe  and  importance  of  attention,  180 
et  seq.;  the  study  of  his  writings  reeom* 
mended,  182,  201;  assumes  our  conscious- 
ness in  sleep,  218, 271;  his  doctrine  of  Per- 
ception, 802;  distinguished  Perception  from 
Sensation,  884, 618, 642,  see  Causality. 

Man,  an  end  unto  himself,  4;  must  m  gen- 
eral reduce  himself  to  an  instrument,  4; 
perfection  and  happiness,  the  two  absolute 
ends  of  man,  14;  these  ends  coincide,  ib.; 
his  distinctive  characteristic,  21;  a  social 
animal,  69;  men  influence  each  other  in 
times  both  of  tranquillity  and  social  con- 
vulsion, 61;  relation  of  the  individual  to 
social  crises,  ib. 

Mantlius,  quoted,  120,  460. 

Mantuawtts,  Bap.,  quoted,  686. 

Manttttus,  Paulus,  quoted  on  memory  of 
Molino,  428. 

Makcellvs,  Nonius,  868. 

Mabjsilitts,  (of  Inghen),  176, 292. 

Martial,  quoted,  460. 

Mabtinub  Scriblerus,  quoted,  467. 
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Master  of  Sentences,  tee  Lombard 

Materialism,  absolute,  bow  m  philosophical 
system  is  often  prevented  from  falling  Into, 
206. 

Maynettus  Maynetius,  447. 

Mazure,  9,  85. 

Media tk  Knowledge,  tee  Knowledge. 

Meinxrs,  84,  61, 660, 688. 

Melanchthon,  96, 108, 518 ;  "  eognitio  omnia 
iotuitiva  eat  deflnHiva,"  quoted  by,  662. 

Memory,  tee  Conservative  Faculty. 

Menage,  88, 188. 

Mendelssohn,  Moses,  661,  tee  Feelings; 
quoted  on  Descartes'  doctrine  of  pleasure 
591, 594, tee  Feelings;  referred  to  on  Beauty, 
626. 

Mendoza,  486. 

Mental  phenomena,  tee  Consciousness  and 
Mind. 

Mental  Exercise,  higher  than  the  mere 
knowledge  of  truth,  6—9.    See  Knowledge. 

Metaphysical,  see  Metaphysics. 

Metaphysics,  science  of,  its  sphere  in 
widest  sense,  85;  comprehension  and  or- 
der of  author's  course  of,  85,  90;  Meta- 
physics proper,  Ontology  or  Inferential 
Psychology,  what,  88;  metaphysical  terms 
originally  of  physical  application,  98.  See 
Tsychology  and  Philosophy. 

Method,  what,  68.    See  Critical  Method. 

Methodists,  the,  a  sect  of  physicians,  no- 
ticed, 88. 

Mill,  James,  quoted  to  the  effect  that  we 
first  obtaiu  a  knowledge  of  the  parts  of 
the  object  in  perception,  869  et  teq. 

Milton,  quoted,  488. 

Mind,  human,  the  noblest  object  of  specula- 
tion, 17;  Phavorinus,  Pope,  Sir  Thomas 
Browne,  quoted  to  this  effect,  18;  when 
the  study  of  mind  rises  to  its  highest  dig- 
nity, ib  ;  its  phenomena  contrasted  with 
those  of  matter,  20;  this  the  philosophical 
study  by  preeminence,  44,  see  Philosophy 
and  Psychology;  its  phenomena  distrib- 
uted into  three'  grand  classes,  86,  tee  Con- 
sciousness; etymology  and  application  of, 
109;  can  be  defined  only  a  posteriori,  ib.: 
thus  defined  by  Aristotle  and  Reid,  110; 
oan  exist  in  more  than  one  state  at  the 
same  time,  178  et  teq.;  hypotheses  proposed 
In  regard  to  mode  of  intercourse  between 
mind  and  body,  206  et  teq. ;  1.  Occasional 
Causes,  ib.;  2.  Preestablished  Harmony, 
210;  8  Plastic  Medium,  211;  4.  Physical 
Influence,  212;  historical  order  of  these 
hypotheses,  ib.;  they  are  unphllosopbical, 
214;  activity  and  passivity  always  con- 
Joined  in  manifestations  of  mind,  216,  *ee 
Consciousness ;  terms  indicative  of  the  pre- 
dominance of  these  counter  elements  in, 
216-17;  opinions  in  regard  to  Its  relation  to 
the  bodily  organism  and  parts  of  nervous 


system,  649-60  et  teq. ;  its  powers  not  really 
distinguishable  from  the  thinking  princi- 
ple, nor  really  different  from  earn  other, 
267;  what  meant  by  powers  of,  and  the  rel- 
atative  opinion  of  philosophers,  268—272; 
psychological  division  of  the  phenomena 
of  what,  278;  phenomena  of,  presented  in 
complexity,  281;  three  rules  of  the  analy- 
sis of  the  phenomena  of,  282;  these  rules 
have  not  been  observed  by  psychologists, 
ib. ;  no  ground  to  suppose  that  the  mind  la 
situated  solely  in  any  one  part  of  the  body, 
866;  we  materialize  mind  in  attributing  to 
it  the  relations  of  matter,  ib  ;  aum  of  our 
knowledge  of  the  connection  of  mind  and 
body,  867;  we  are  not  warranted,  accord- 
ing to  Biunde,  to  ascribe  to  the  powers  of 
mind  a  direction  either  outwards  or  in- 
wards, 666.    See  Energy. 

Minimum  risibile,  what,  248;  audibile,  ib 

Mnemonic,  86- 

Mocknicus,  168. 

Mode,  what,  106. 

Modification,  what,  106. 

Molinjsus,  68. 

Molsa,  quoted,  484. 

Mokboddo,  Lord,  128,  238;  his  doctrine  of 
vision,  291,  854. 

Monism,  tee  Consciousness. 

Monro,  Dr.  (tertim).  quoted  and  referred  to 
in  reference  to  Frontal  Sinus,  670,  678,  etc. 

Montaigne,  46,  60,  63;  on  pleasure,  590,  tee 
Feelings. 

More,  Dr.  Henry,  quoted,  23. 

Morton,  Dr ,  remarks  on  his  tables  on  the 
size  of  the  brain,  660—662. 

MiJLLER  (Julius),  887 

Mullxr,  Von,  quoted,  9.    See  Knowledge. 

Muratori,  his  great  memory,  426. 

Murxtus,  421.    See  Conservative  Faculty. 

Mussulman  doctors,  642.    See  Causality. 

Katub,  its  meaning  in  German  philosophy, 
29. 

Natural  Dualism,  tee  Natural  Realism 

Necessity,  all  necessity  to  us  subjective,  403; 
Leibnitz  the  first  to  announce  it  as  the  cri- 
terion of  truth  native  to  the  mind,  404; 
Kant  the  first  who  fully  applied  this  crite- 
rion, ib.    See  Regulative  Faculty. 

Nemksius,  176,  650. 

Newton,  Sir  Isaac,  178, 180.    See  Attention. 

NlXTHAMMKR,  424. 

Nihilism,  tee  Consciousness. 

Noetic,  how  to  be  employed,  514. 

Nominalism,  tee  Elaborntive  Faculty. 

Nomina  lists,  their  doctrine  of  mental  pow- 
ers, 272;  rejected  doctrine  of  species.  292. 

Nomolooy  of  mind,  what.  SG;  its  subdivis- 
ions, ib.;  of  the  Cognitive  fan; '.tic.*,  ib.; 
of  the  Feelings.  87 ;  of  the  Conative  pow- 
ers, ft. 
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NOOLOOT,  87. 

Non-Contradiction,  law  of,  526, 680;  limits 
of  argument  from,  680;  has  two  applica- 
tions, a  Logical  and  Psychological,  680. 

Now,  614. 

NUNNESIUS,  513. 

Nunneley,  referred  to  lor  case  of  coaching, 
891. 

Object,  meaning  and  history  of  the  term, 

112.    See  Subject. 
Objective,  see  Subject. 
Occam,  176;  his  doctrine  of  mental  powers, 

272. 
Occasional  Causes,  hypothesis  of;  see  Mind; 

by  whom  maintained,  208, 214. 
Oken,  his  nihilism,  204. 
Olympiodorus,  referred  to,  46;  referred  to 

on  mental  powers,  271* 
Ontology,  see  Metaphysics. 
Operation,  what,  124. 
Opinion,  see  Custom. 
Opouixus,  case  of,  showing  that  one  sense 

may  be  asleep  while  others  are  awake,  288. 
Orectic,  term  objectionable  as  common  des- 
ignation botli  of  will  and  desire,  126. 
Order,  what,  68. 
Organic  Pleasure.    See  Feelings. 
Ormond,  Duke  of;  607. 
Ovid,  quoted,  262,  538;  on  pleasure  of  grief, 

606. 
Oviedo,  on  excitation  of  species,  428. 

Pain,  theory  of,  set  Feelings. 

Painful  Affections.    See  Feelings. 

Pa  let,  quoted  on  love  of  action,  406. 

Paludanus,  817. 

Pascal,  46,  60,  62;  quoted  on  man's  igno- 
rance of  himselt;  214;  quoted,  877;  his 
great  memory,  425;  quoted  ou  dreaming, 
457, 513,  528 

Passions,  their  place  in  education,  12;  sub- 
jugation of,  practical  condition  of  philoso- 
phy, 67,  66.    See  Philosophy. 

Pastimes,  617.    See  Feelings. 

Patricics,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  271; 
his  expression  of  the  relation  of  our  knowl- 
edge to  experience,  quoted,  286. 

Pembroke,  Lord,  607.   • 

Perception,  Externa),  the  doctrine  of,  a 
cardinal  point  in  philosophy,  207;  histori- 
cal survey  of  hypotheses  in  regard  to,  pro- 
posed, 286;  principal  point  in  regard  to,  on 
which  philosophers  differ,  tfr.,  and  205;  two 
grand  hypotheses  of  Mediate  Perception, 
287;  each  of  these  admits  of  various  sub- 
ordinate hypotheses,  ib. ;  Refd  did  not  dis- 
tinguish the  two  forms  of  the  Representa- 
tive Hypothesis,  288;  Reid's  historical  view 
of  the  theories  of,  criticised,  289  et  *?.,  298; 
wrong  in  regard  to  the  Platonic  theory  of, 
289-90;  his  account  of  the  Aristotelic  doc- 


trine of,  291-2;  theory  of  Democritus  and 
Epicurus,  293;  the  Cartesian  doctrine  of, 
294  et  *4.,299;  Maiebranche  cited  in  regard 
to  opinion  of  Descartes  on,  801;  Reid's  ac- 
count of  the  opinion  of  Maiebranche  on, 
802;  of  Arnauld,  802-8;  of  Locke,  304— 307*, 
opinions  of  Newton,  Clarke,  Hook,  Norris, 
807;  of  Hobbes,808;  Le  Clerc,809;  Crousaz 
310;  ends  proposed  in  the  review  of  Reid's 
account  of  opinions  on,  811 ;  Reid  right  in 
attributing  to  philosophers  in  general  the 
cruder  doctrine  of  Representative  Percep- 
tion, 312;  was  Reid  a  Natural  Realist,  16., 
et  seq.,  see  Reid  and  Knowledge;  distiuc 
tion  of  Perception  Proper  from  Sensation 
Proper,  832  et  seq. ;  use  of  term  perception 
previously  to  Reid,  ib. ;  historical  notice  of 
the  distinction  of  perception  proper  from 
sensation  proper,  384;  nature  of  the  phe- 
nomena, —perception  and  sensation,  inns' 
t rated,  335  et  seq  ;  their  contrast  the  special 
manifestation  of  a  contrast  which  divides 
Knowledge  and  Feeling,  ib.;  perception 
and  sensation  precisely  distinguished,  ib.; 
grand  law  by  which  the  phenomena  of  per- 
ception and  sensation  are  governed  in  their 
reciprocal  relations,  836;  this  law  estab- 
lished and  illustrated— 1.  From  a  compari- 
son of  the  several  senses,  ib. ;  2.  From  the 
several  impressions  of  the  same  sense,  337; 
distinction  of  perception  from  sensation  of 
importance  only  in  the  doctrine  of  Intui- 
tive Perception,  340;  no  reference  from  the 
internal  to  the  external  in,  341 ;  taken  out 
of  the  list  of  the  primary  faculties  through 
a  false  analysis,  £6. ,-  the  possibility  of  an 
Immediate  perception  of  external  objects 
intelligible,  856  et  seq. ;  what  meant  by  per- 
ceiving the  material  reality,  857;  the  total 
and  real  object  in,  ib.;  what  meant  by  the 
external  object  perceived,  to.,  874;  nothing 
especially  inconceivable  in  the  doctrine  of 
an  immediate  perception,  858;  principal 
points  of  difference  between  the  author's 
doctrine  of  Perception  and  that  of  Reid 
and  Stewart,  897  et  seq.;  1.  In  regard  to 
the  relation  of  the  external  object  to  the 
senses,  ib. ;  2.  In  regard  to  the  number  and 
consecution  of  the  elementary  phenomena, 
898  et  seq.;  common  doctriue  of  philoso- 
phers regarding  the  organic  impression  in, 
ib. ;  relation  of  sensation  proper  to  percep- 
tion proper,  899,  see  also  678;  Representa- 
tive Perception,  hypothesis  of,  361  et  seq.; 
violates  all  the  conditions  of  a  legitimate 
hypothesis,  ft.,  et  se q. ;  1.  Unnecessary,  362; 
2.  Subverts  that  which  it  is  devised  to  ex- 
plain, 863;  8.  The  fact  in  explanation  of 
which  it  is  devised  is  hypothetical,  ib.; 
4.  Sunders  and  subverts  the  phenomenon 
to  be  explained,  865;  5  The  fact  uhicli  it 
is  devised  to  explain  transcends  experience, 
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896;  6.  Dependent  on  subsidiary  hypothe- 
ses, 867;  considerations  effective  in  pro- 
moting the  doctrine  of,  677;  questions 
connected  with  Acuity  of  External  Per- 
ception, 868  et  seq. ;  I.  Whether  we  first  ob- 
tain a  knowledge  of  the  whole  or  of  the 
parts  of  the  object  in,  to  ,  0  seq.;  the  sec- 
ond alternative  adopted  by  Stewart,  to.,- 
and  by  James  Hill,  869;  the  counter  alter- 
native maintained  by  the  author,  371  et seq., 
487;  II-  Problems  connected  with  Sense  of 
Touch,  872  et  seq. ;  see  Touch;  III.  Two  coun- 
ter questions  regarding  sphere  of  Sight, 
379  et  seq.     See  Sight 

PsurscT,  the,  what,  622.    See  Ends. 

Peripatetics,  see  Aristotelians. 

Perron,  Du,  Cardinal,  a  patron  of  Scotch- 
men abroad,  641. 

PKRAIU8,  533. 

Petrarch,  quoted,  606. 

1'u^bdrub.  513. 

Phenomenon,  meaning  of,  best  illustrated 
by  refereuce  to  the  relativity  of  human 
knowledge,  90, 106, 108. 

Phenomenology,  of  mind,  what,  86.  See 
Psychology. 

Phavorinub,  quoted,  17.    See  Hind. 

Philoponus,  81;  his  doctrine  of  conscious- 
ness, 138;  quoted  in  paraphrase  of  Aris- 
totle, 174;  quoted  on  mental  powers,  271; 
quoted  on  Aristotle's  doctrine  of  species, 
283;  on  Touch,  376. 

Philosopher,  see  Philosophy. 

Philosophical,  see  Philosophy  and  Knowl- 
edge 

Philosophy,  the  exhibition  of  its  benefits 
and  pleusures,  why  peculiarly  requisite,  1; 
its  utility  of  two  kinds  — Absolute  and  Re- 
lative, 2;  its  absolute  utility  of  two  kinds- 
Subjective  and  Objective,  2, 16;  its  Subjec- 
tive utility,  10;  beet  gymnastic  of  the  mind, 
and  therefore  best  entitled  to  the  appella- 
tion useful,  9;  principles  on  which  a  class 
of  philosophy  ought  to  be  conducted,  10; 
use  and  importance  of  examinations  in  a 
class  of  philosophy,  12;  intellectual  in- 
structor must  seek  to  influence  the  will  of 
his  pupils,  ib. ;  and  to  excite  their  feelings, 
»©.;  Objective  utility  of  philosophy,  17  et 
seq.;  its  relation  to  theology,  18;  the  class 
of  phenomena  which  imply  the  existence 
of  God  exclusively  given  by  the  mind,  19; 
what  these  phenomena  are,  21 ;  first  con- 
dition of  the  proof  of  a  Deity  drawn 
from  philosophy,  22;  second  condition  also 
drawn  from  same  source,  23;  how  philoso- 
phy operates  in  establishing  an  assurance 
of  human  liberty,  24;  coincidence  of  au- 
thor's views  on  this  suhjeot  with  those  of 
previous  philosophers,  27—9;  philosophers 
adduced,— Plato,  27;  Kant,  28;  Jacobi,  29; 
objective  utility  of  philosophy  not  super- 


seded by  the  Christian  Revelation,  *., 
Nature  and  Comprehension  of  philosophy, 
81  et  seq. ;  to  be  adequately  comprehended 
only  In  the  end  of  a  course  of  philosophical 
instruction,  ib.;  meaning  of  the  name,  82; 
the  name  philosopher  said  to  have  been  first 
assumed  and  applied  by  Pythagoras,  ib.; 
but  on  slender  authority,  88;  Socrates  prob- 
ably the  first  to  familiarize  the  name,  84; 
in  order  to  distinguish  himself  from  the 
Sophist*,  ti.;  soon  lost  its  Socratic  signifi- 
cation, ib.;  philosophy,  the  thing,  85;  defi- 
nitions of,  ib.;  these  criticised,  86;  perhaps 
cannot  adequately  be  defined,  ib  ,  its  defi- 
nitions in  Greek  antiquity,  ib. ;  philosophi- 
cal, and  empirical  or  historical  knowledge 
discriminated,  88,  see  Knowledge;  philo- 
sophical or  scientific  knowledge,  In  its 
widest  acceptation,  the  knowledge  of  ef- 
fects as  dependent  on  their  causes,  41; 
hence  the  aim  of  philosophy  is  to  seek 
first  causes,  ib.;  as  these  can  never  be  ac- 
tually reached,  philosophy  can  never  m 
reality  be  accomplished,  42;  finally  tends 
towards  one  Ultimate  or  First  Cause,  48; 
all  the  sciences  occupied  in  the  research  of 
causes  may  be  viewed  as  so  many  branches 
of  philosophy  in  its  widest  signification, 
ib. ;  but  properly  constituted  by  the  science 
of  mind  with  its  suite  of  dependent  sci- 
ences, ib.,  et  seq.  85;  its  primary  problem, 
48,  bound  to  make  the  mind  its  first  and 
paramount  object  of  consideration,  44; 
branches  of  the  science  of  mind,  ib. ;  mis- 
application of  the  term  philosophy  in 
Britain,  45;  as  defined  by  Aristotle,  46, 
see  Aristotle;  its  Causes,  46  et  seq  ;  lie  in 
the  original  elements  of  our  constitution, 
46;  essential  or  complementary,  ib  ;  essen- 
tial apparently  twofold,  ib. ;  1.  Cause  and 
effect,  47;  2.  Love  of  unity,  to.,  m*  Unity; 
dispositions  with  which  it  ought  to  be 
studied,  57—67 ;  first  condition  of  philoso- 
phy, renunciation  of  prejudice,  57;  in  this 
Christianity  and  philosophy  at  one,  58;  phi- 
losophers unanimous  in  making  doubt  the 
first  step  to,  63;  philosophical  doubt,  what, 
64;  second  condition  of,  subjugation  of  the 
passions,  66;  its  Method,  67—76;  has  but 
one  possible  method,  67—72;  this  shown  in 
relation  to  the  first  end  of  philosophy,  67-8; 
analysis  and  synthesis  the  necessary  condi- 
tions of  its  possibility,  69;  these  constitute 
a  single  method,  70;  has  only  one  possible 
method,  shown  in  relation  to  its  second 
end,  70, 71;  its  history  manifests  the  more 
or  lees  accurate  fulfilment  of  the  conditions 
of  one  method,  78—70;  its  earliest  problem, 
78;  its  sphere  as  assigned  by  Socrates,  75; 
its  aberrations  have  arisen  from  violations 
of  its  method,  77;  its  Divisions,  78—85;  ex- 
pediency of  a  division  of  philosophy,  78; 
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the  most  ancient  divide*  into  Theoretical 
and  Practical,  79;  history  of  this  distinction, 
79-80;  its  unsoundness,  80 ;  first  explicitly 
enounced  by  Aristotle,  79 ;  intimated  by 
Plato,  ib. ;  division  of;  into  Logic,  Physics, 
and  Ethics,  probably  originated  with  Stoics, 
81 ;  universality  of  division  into  theoretical 
and  practical,  84-6;  author's  distribution  of 
philosophy,  86-88 ;  proposes  three  grand 
questions,  85 ;  distribution  of  subjects  in 
faculty  of,  in  universities  of  Europe,  89, 
true  place  and  importance  of  system  of, 
209*70;  condition  under  which  the  employ- 
ment of  new  terms  in,  is  allowable,  280;  one 
great  advantage  resulting  from  the  cultiva- 
tion of,  826. 

Philosophy,  the  Scottish,  the  scientific  rep- 
utation of  Scotland  principally  founded 
on.  640;  causes  which  have  led  to  the  culti- 
vation of  speculative  studies  by  Scotchmen, 
*&.;  its  origin,  642;  at  once  the  pride  and 
the  reproach  of  Scotland,  648;  strong  gen- 
eral analogy  between,  and  that  of  Kant, 
ib. ;  account  in  which  it  is  held  In  Germany 
and  in  France,  644;  Joufiroy's  critioism  of, 
646;  general  characteristic*  of,  646. 

Phrenology,  how  only  to  be  refuted,  660; 
the  theory  of,  what  651;  individual  cases  of 
alleged  development  and  manifestation  of 
little  avail  in  proof  of  the  doctrine,  651;  its 
fundamental  fhots  shown  to  be  groundless, 
662—66;  the  result  of  conjecture,  656;  Its 
variations,  667-68. 

Physics,  division  of  philosophy,  80;  the  term 
as  applied  to  the  philosophy  of  mind  inap- 
propriate. 98. 

Physical  Influence,  hypothesis  of,  by  whom 
maintained,  212.  see  Mind. 

Physical  Science,  twofold  evil  of  exclusive 
study  of,  26;  in  its  infancy  not  material- 
izing, ib  ;  if  all  existence  be  but  mechan- 
ism, philosophical  interest  extinguished,  26. 

Physiology,  the  term  as  applied  to  the  phi- 
losophy of  mind  inappropriate,  98. 

PiocoLOMnn,  referred  to  on  Aristotle's  doe- 
trine  of  specie*,  292 

Picturesque,  see  Feel  in  gs. 

Pindar,  on  Custom,  60. 

Plastic  Medium,  hypothesis  of,  by  some  as- 
cribed to  Plato,  218;  by  whom  maintained, 
213. 

pLATKRtm,  Felix,  narrates  case  of  Oporinus, 
288     &r  Oporinus 

Platner,  regarded  faculty  of  knowledge  as 
the  fundamental  power  of  mind,  120,  214, 
262, 889,  .<«  Sight  688;  646,  660,  see  Feelings. 

Plato,  9,  21,  26,  84;  quoted  on  definition 
of  philosophy,  37.  48,  48,  66,  56.  75;  dis- 
tinction of  theoretical  and  practical  phi- 
losophy intimated  by,  79;  had  no  special 
term  for  consciousness  186.  187;  his  doc- 
trine in    regard  to    self-apprehension  of 


Sense,  138;  maintained  the  continual  en- 
ergy of  Intellect,  218,  282,  280;  his  theory 
of  Perceptionf  and  principle  of  his  philos- 
ophy. 290 ;  maintained  that  a  percipient 
power  of  the  sensible  soul  sallies  out  to  the 
object,  ib,t  412,  see  Conservative  Faculty, 
416;  Platonic  Method  of  division  called 
Analytical,  511,  see  Analysis;  681,  see  Feel- 
ings ;  seems  to  have  held  a  doctrine  of 
pleasure  analogous  to  that  of  Aristotle,  686. 
j  Platonistb,  48,  79, 187;  the  Greek,  their  doc- 
trine of  consciousness,  187 ;  the  later,  attrib- 
■  uted  to  Plato  the  doctrine  of  Plastic  Me- 
|  dium,  213 ;  maintained  the  continual  energy 
of  intellect,  218. 

Pleasure,  theory  of,  see  Feelings. 

Pliny  (the  elder),  40. 

Pliny  (the  younger),  quoted  on  pleasure  of 
Grief,  606. 

Plotinus,  49;  his  use  of  wnuV&nfis,  188; 
quoted  on  mental  powers,  271 ;  quoted  on 
doctrine  of  species,  292  ;  distinguished  Per- 
ception from  Sensation,  334. 

Plutarch,  66, 186. 

Plutarch,  Pseudo,  quoted  on  definition  of 
philosophy,  86, 81. 

Pneumatic,  see  Pneumatology. 

Pneuhatology,  term  objectionable  as  ap- 
plied to  science  of  mind,  98;  wider  than 
Psychology,  94. 

T\.oli)<Ti$,  see  Practice. 

Poirkt,  Peter,  referred  to  and  quoted  as  ac- 
cepting the  duality  of  consciousness  in  its 
integrity,  208,  831, 478. 

Politics,  science  of,  presupposes  a  knowl- 
edge of  mind,  44;  why  usually  designated 
a  science,  88;  a  nosological  science,  87. 

Poncius,  on  excitation  of  species,  428. 

Ponellb,  179. 

Pope,  quoted,  18, 27. 

Poor,  376. 

Port  Boyal  Logic,  472. 

Potential,  distinctions  of,  from  actual.  124 
See  Existence. 

Pouilly,  on  Pleasure,  694.    See  Feelings. 

Power,  Reld's  criticism  of  Locke  on,  121; 
active  and  passive,  122;  this  distinction  in 
Greek  language,  123 ;  as  a  psychological 
term  appropriately  applied  to  natural  capa- 
bilities, 124. 
]  Pownall,  Governor,  93. 
i  Practical  Feelings,  see  Feelings. 
I  Practice,  Tpa^u,  use  of  the  term  In  the 
Aristotelic  philosophy,  83 ;  irpwcrtKo's  and 
wovnTuc6sj  how  distinguished,  ib.    See  The- 
ory. 

Practical  philosophy,  see  Theoretical. 

Practical,  see  Practice. 

Prescision  ,  what,  474. 

Frebbtablished  Harmony,  hypothesis  of, 
tme  Mind;  by  whom  maintained.  210. 
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Predicate,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Prejudice,  influence  of,  62,  tee  Unity;  early 
prejudice  the  more  dangerous  because  unob- 
trusive, 69 

Presentative  Faculty,  what,  and  its  desig- 
nations, 278,  283;  subdivided  into  Percep- 
tion and  Self-Consciousness,  274.  See  Per- 
ception and  Self-Consciousness. 

Prighard,  96. 

Pride,  subjugation  of,  practical  condition  of 
philosophy,  06,  688. 

Priestley,  regarded  thought  as  only  a 
movement  of  matter,  67;  his  opinion  of 
Reid's  polemio  on  Perception,  296;  quoted 
on  Reid's  view  of  Locke's  doctrine  of  Per- 
ception, 804. 

Primary  Qualities  of  matter,  historical  no- 
tice of  distinction  from  Secondary,  312,  et 
seq. ;  primary  reducible  to  two,— Extension 
and  Solidity,  845;  this  reduction  involves  a 
difficulty,  846;  what,  and  how  solved,  ib.; 
847;  general  result,  — in  the  primary  qual- 
ities, perception  predominates,  in  the  secon- 
dary, sensation,  847. 

Primus  Cognitum,  see  Language. 

Prior,  9. 

Proclub,  43, 75;  his  employment  of  o*waf<r- 
&n<ro,  188,  213;  quoted  on  mental  powers, 
271. 

Property,  what,  106. 

Proposition,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Protagoras,  43. 

Pritdkktics,  quoted,  681. 

Pbkllus,  Michael,  his  doctrine  of  conscious- 
ness, 183;  supposed  to  be  the  same  with 
Michael  Ephesius,  139. 

Psychology,  defined,  31,91;  prominently  a 
philosophical  science,  92;  its  wider  sphere 
as  synonymous  with  Philosophy  of  Mind, 
Metaphysics,  86 ;  its  narrower  sphere  as 
synonymous  with  Phenomenology  of  Mind, 
Empirical  Psychology,  Inductive  Philoso- 
phy of  Mind,  86;  as  thus  limited  properly 
called  Penomenal  Psychology,  ib. ;  its  di- 
visions how  determined,  ib.;  Nomological, 
to.,  see  Homology ;  Inferential,  88,  see  Meta- 
physics ;  origin  of  the  term,  91 ;  its  use 
vindicated,  91-2;  by  whom  first  applied  to 
science  of  mind,  95;  difficulties  and  facili- 
ties of  psychological  study,  260  et  seq.,  see 
Consciousness;  psychological  powers,  what, 
268  ;  psychological  divisions,  what,  273; 
three  rules  of  psychological  analysis,  282; 
these  rules  have  not  been  observed  by  psy- 
chologists, ib. 

Psychological  analysis,  see  Psychology  and 
Mtyd. 

Psychological  divisions,  see  Psychology 
and  Mind. 

Psychological  powers,  aft  Psychology  and 
Mind. 

**TOLRMY,  291. 


PUROHOT,  60S. 

Pythagoras,  commonly  said  to  have  first 
assumed  the  name  philosopher,  82;  his  view 
of  the  character  of  a  philosopher,  82;  where 
born,  and  when  he  flourished,  88;  deflm 
tions  of  philosophy  referred  to,  87,  sm  Phi- 
losophy, 56, 74. 

Quality,  what,  106;  essential  and  aociden 

tal,  ft. 
QuiWTiLiAir,  84,  88;  uses  the  term  conscious 

in  the  modern  signification,  186. 

Raleigh,  Sir  W.,  68. 

Ramsay,  Chevalier,  541. 

Realism,  Natural,  or  Natural  Dualism,  what-. 
208;  that  Natural  Realism  is  the  doctrine 
of  Consciousness,  acknowledged  by  philos 
ophers  of  all  classes,  ib.;  objections  to  the 
doctrine  of,  detailed  and  oritioized,  849—59; 
I.  The  cognition  of  aught  external  to  the 
mind  is  equivalent  to  the  mind  acting,  and, 
therefore,  existing  out  of  itself,  849;  refuted, 
850;  II.  What  immediately  knows  must  be 
the  same  as  or  similar  to  that  which  is 
known,  350;  influence  of  tills  principle  on 
the  history  of  philosophy,  ib.;  refuted,  852; 
III.  The  mind  can  only  know  immediately 
that  to  which  it  is  immediately  present,  d. 
this  objection  has  been  redargued  in  three 
different  ways;  1.  by  Sergeant,  853 ;  2.  by 
Empedocles,etc,  864,  8.  by  Reid  and  Stew- 
art, 0. ;  refuted,  855-6,  see  Perception;  IT 
The  object  of  perception  variable,  and, 
therefore,  subjective,  858,  proceeds  on  a 
mistake  of  what  the  object  in  perception  is, 
859;  V.  The  nature  of  the  Ego  as  an  intel- 
ligence endowed  with  will,  renders  it  nec- 
essary that  there  should  be  representative 
modifications  in  the  mind  of  external  ob- 
jects, 859;  this  objection  involves  sundry 
vices,  t». ;  these  objections  to  tlie  doctrine 
of,  incompetent,  134 ;  hypothesis  of  Rep- 
resentative Perception  substituted  in  room 
of  the  doctrine  of,  861  et  seq.  See  Percep- 
tion. 

Reasoning,  see  Elaborative  Faculty. 

Kecollection,  see  Conservative  Faculty. 

Redintegration,  law  of,  see  Reproductive 
Faculty. 

Reflection,  contained  in  consciousness,  160 
et  seq.;  see  Consciousness;  Locke  not  the 
first  to  use  the  term  in  its  psychological  ap 
plication,  162  ;  authors  by  whom  the  term 
thus  used  previously  to  Locke,  168;  distin- 
guished from  observation,  ib.;  attention 
and  reflection  acts  of  the  same  faculty,  165, 
see  Attention. 

Regis,  Sylvain,  his  division  of  philosophy, 
84. 

Regnter,63. 

Regulative  Faculty,  what,  277,  285;  the 
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torn  Jhmfty  net  properly  applicable  to,  977, 
612;  designations  of;  612-14;  nomenclature 
of  the  cognitions  doe  to,  614;  Importance  of 
the  distinction  of  native  and  adventitious 
knowledge,  *.;  criterion  of  necessity  first 
enounced  by  Leibnitz,  406,  616;  partially 
anticipated  by  Descartes,  616;  and  by  Spin- 
oza, 616;  the  enouncement  of  this  criterion 
a  great  step  in  the  science  of  mind,  is.; 
Leibnits  quoted  on  criterion  of  necessity, 
616—20 ;  Beid  discriminated  native  from 
adventitious  knowledge  by  the  same  crite- 
rion, independently  of  Leibnitz,  520;  Beid 
quoted  to  this  effect,  690-22;  Hume  appre- 
hended the  distinction  622;  Kant,  the  first 
who  fully  applied  the  criterion,  406,  622; 
philosophers  divided  in  regard  to  what  cog- 
nitions ought  to  be  classed  as  ultimate,  and 
what  as  modifications  of  the  ultimate,  628; 
Beid  and  Stewart  have  been  oensured  for 
their  too  easy  admission  of  first  principles, 
d.;  Beid  quoted  in  self  vindication,  ib.; 
Stewart  quoted  to  the  same  effect,  ib. ;  that 
Beid  and  Stewart  oner  no  systematic  deduc- 
tion of  the  primary  elements  of  human  rea- 
son, is  no  valid  ground  for  disparaging  their 
labors,  624;  philosophers  have  not  yet  es- 
tablished the  principle  on  which  our  ulti- 
mate cognitions  are  to  be  classified  and  re- 
duced to  system,  626;  necessity,  either  Pos- 
itive or  Negative,  as  it  results  from  a  power 
or  from  a  powerlessness  of  mind,  626  et  seq,  ; 
positive  necessity  illustrated  by  the  act  of 
Perception,  625;  by  an  arithmetical  exam- 
ple, ib.;  negative  necessity  not  recognized 
by  philosophers,  626;  illustrated,  ib.  et  seq.  ; 
principles  referred  to  in  the  discussion,  is. 
et  seq.;—l.  The  law  of  Non-Contradiction, 
tfc.;  2.  The  law  of  Excluded  Middle,  is.; 
grand  law  of  thought,— That  the  Conceiv- 
able lies  between  two  contradictory  ex- 
tremes, 821  et  seq.;  this  called  the  law  of  the 
Conditioned,  680;  established  and  illustra- 
ted by  reference  to  Space,  1°,  as  a  maxi- 
mum, 527 ;  space  either  bounded  or  not 
bounded,  ib. ;  space  as  absolutely  bounded 
inconceivable,  ib.;  space  as  infinitely  un- 
bounded inconceivable,  628  ;  though  both 
these  contradictory  alternatives  are  incon- 
ceivable, one  or  other  is  yet  necessary,  ib.  ; 
space,  2°.  as  a  minimum,  **.,  et  seq. ,  an  ab- 
solute minimum  of  space,  and  its  infinite 
divisibility,  alike  inconceivable,  ib. ;  further 
illustration  by  reference  to  Time,  1°  as  a 
maximum,  629  *t  see. ;  1.  time  a  parte  ante, 
as  an  absolute  whole,  inconceivable,  16.;  2. 
time  as  an  infinite  regress,  inconceivable, 
ib. ;  3  time  as  an  infinite  progress,  incon- 
ceivable, ib. ;  time,  2°,  as  a  minimum,  ib , 
et  seq. ;  the  moment  of  time  either  divisible 
to  infinity,  or  oomposed  of  certain  abso- 
lutely smallest  parts,  —  both  alternatives  in- 


conceivable, ft.  ;  the  counter  opinion  to  the 
prinoiple  of  the  Conditioned,  founded  on 
vagueness  and  confusion,  680;  sum  of  the 
author's  doctrine,  ib.;  the  author's  doctrine 
both  the  one  true  and  the  only  orthodox 
inference,  681 ;  to  assert  that  the  infinite  can 
be  thought,  but  only  inadequately  thought, 
is  contradictory,  to. ;  law  of  the  Conditioned 
in  its  applications,  682  et  seq.,  see  Causality; 
contradictions  proving  the  psychological 
theory  of  the  Conditioned,  529. 
Bxu>,  61 ;  defines  mind  a  posteriori,  110; 
wrongly  identifies  hypothesis  and  theory, 
120;  wrong  in  his  criticism  of  Locke  on 
power,  122  et  seq.;  gives  no  special  account 
of  Consciousness,  181,  189;  does  not  allow 
that  all  immediate  knowledge  is  conscious- 
ness, 140;  quoted  on  consciousness,  144-6; 
holds  consciousness  to  be  a  special  faculty, 
146,  us  Consciousness;  quoted  on  Imagina- 
tion and  Conception,  147-8;  on  Memory, 
140-60;  his  doctrine,  that  memory  is  an  im- 
mediate knowledge  of  the  past,  false  and 
contradictory,  161—8;  the  same  holds  true 
of  his  doctrine  of  Conception  as  an  Imme- 
diate knowledge  of  the  distant,  158;  con- 
tradistinguished Consciousness  from  Per- 
ception, 164 ;  principal  merit  aooorded  to, 
as  a  philosopher,  156;  his  doctrine  of  con- 
sciousness shown  to  be  wrong  166  «<  seq.  ; 
from  the  principle  that  the  knowledge  of 
opposite*  is  one.  156-7;  it  is  suicidal  of  his 
doctrine  of  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the 
external  world,  157  et  seq. ;  it  involves  a  gen- 
eral absurdity,  158;  it  destroys  the  distinc- 
tion of  consciousness  itself,  ib. ;  supposition 
on  which  some  of  the  self-contradictions  of 
Reid's  doctrine  may  be  avoided,  169;  but 
untenable,  160;  maintains  that  Attention 
and  Reflection  are  acts  not  oontained  in 
consciousness,  ib. ,-  wrong  in  his  censure  of 
Locke's  use  of  the  term  Reflection,  161;  and 
in  saying  that  Reflection  is  employed  In  re- 
lation to  objects  of  sense,  162 ;  quoted  on 
Attention,  164;  inclines  to  the  doctrine  that 
God  is  the  only  real  agent  in  the  universe, 
210;  his  theory  of  habit,  meclianical,  247, 
refuted  by  Stewart,  248;  referred  to  on  our 
Mental  Identity,  260;  bis  doctrine  oi  Per- 
ception adopted  by  Schulze,  and  opposed  by 
him  to  the  Hypothetical  Realism  of  Kant, 
648;  his  fundamental  doctrine  compared 
with  that  of  Kant,  647;  did  not  distinguish 
the  two  forms  of  the  Representative  Hypo- 
thesis in  Perception,  288—99;  his  historical 
view  of  the  theories  of  Perception  criti- 
cised, 289  et  seq.,  see  Perception;  place  of 
the  doctrine  of  Perception  in  his  philoso- 
phy, 297;  was  Reid  a  Natural  Realist?  812 
et  seq.,'  his  view  of  the  distinction  of  Intu- 
itive and  Representative  knowledge  ob- 
scure, 818 ;  and  hence  his  philosophy  in- 
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rolred  in  confusion,  814,  see  Knowledge; 
order  of  the  discussion,  816—1.  Grounds 
on  which  Held  may  be  supposed  not  a  Nat- 
ural Realist,  817—822;  2.  Positive  evidence 
that  Reid  was  a  Natural  Realist,  828-6, 829, 
840;  the  first  champion  of  Natural  Realism, 
In  these  latter  times,  880;  his  account  of 
Perception  and  Sensation,  888  et  seq. ;  antici- 
pated In  his  distinction  of  Perception  from 
Sensation,  884  et  seq. ;  quoted  on  primary 
and  secondary  qualities  of  matter,  848  et 
seq.;  bis  doctrine  of  Perception  as  summed 
up  by  8tewart,  854;  his  doctrine  of  Percep- 
tion involves  that  of  Occasional  Causes, 
866 ;  and  is  thus  exposed  to  many  objections, 
ib. ;  his  doctrine  of  Perception  compared 
with  that  of  the  author,  807  et  seq.,  see  Per- 
ception, 468, 620,  wee  Regulative  Faculty, 

Bzxd'b  Works,  author's  edition,  referred  to, 
61,  etc, 

Sxihbold,  262, 466, 660;  quoted  on  the  theory 
of  pleasure  of  Du  Bo*  and  Pouilly,  686;  on 
that  of  8ulzer,  697  tt  seq. 

Relation,  doctrine  of,  688-9 ;  Relative  and 
Correlative,  ib. 

Religion,  see  Theology  and  Deity. 

Rxfreskntativk  Faculty,  what,  275, 284, 449 ; 
representation  and  reproduction  not  always 
exerted  by  the  same  individual  in  equal  in- 
tensity, but  all  strong  or  weak  in  the  same 
individual  with  reference  to  the  same  class 
of  objects,  461;  the! terms  Imagination,  Phan- 
tasy, denote  most  nearly  the  representative 
process,  ib. ;  philosophers  have  divided  Im- 
agination into  Reproductive  (Conception) 
and  Productive,  ib.;  this  discrimination 
unfortunate  in  itself  and  in  its  nomencla- 
ture, 462;  Imagination,  as  a  plastic  energy, 
is  a  complex  operation,  ib. ;  the  act  of  rep- 
resentation, what,  ib. ;  two  powers  by  which 
the  representative  faculty  is  determined  to 
energy;  1.  The  Reproductive  Fsoulty,  468; 
2.  the  faculty  of  Relations,— Elahorative, 
ib. ;  the  Imagination  of  common  language 
equivalent  to  the  processes  of  Representa- 
tion and  Comparison,  454;  the  process  of 
Representation  the  principal  constituent  of 
Imagination  as  commonly  understood,  ib  ; 
Imagination  not  limited  to  objects  of  sense, 
ib.;  Aucillon  quoted,  455—7;  three  princi- 
pal orders  in  which  Imagination  represents 
ideas— 1.  Natural;  2.  Logical;  8.  Poetical, 
465 ;  associations  tedious,  unpleasing,  and 
agreeable,  466;  peculiar  kinds  of  Imagina- 
tion determined  by  peculiar  orders  of  asso- 
ciation, ib. ;  difference  between  a  cultivated 
and  a  vulgar  mind,  ib. ;  dreaming,  somnam- 
bulism, and  reverie,  effects  of  Imagination, 
determined  by  association,  457  et  seq. ;  An- 
clllon  quoted,  459-60 ;  the  happiness  and 
misery  of  the  individual  dependent  on  the 
character  of  his  habitual  associations,  469; 


of  Imagination  on  human  1Mb, 
469-60;  Imagination  employs  the  organs  of 
sense  in  the  representations  of  sensible  ob- 
jects, 461,  see  also  886 ;  voluntary  motions 
imitated  in  and  by  the  Imagination,  461; 
feelings  concomitant  of  Imagination,  618, 
see  Feelings;  as  Reproductive  and  as  Plas- 
tic, ib. ;  an  act  of  Imagination  involves  the 
comprehension  of  the  manifold  as  a  single 
whole,  619 ;  office  of  the  Plastic  Imagina- 
tion, ib. 

Represent  ativx  Perception,  hypothesis  of; 
see  Perception. 

Reproductive  Faculty,  what,  275,  288,  428; 
the  name  reproductive  inappropriate,  427; 
limitation  in  which  name  employed,  is. 
interest  excited  by  the  phenomenon  of  Re- 
production, ib. ;  Aristotle's  analysis  of  the 
phamomenon  nearly  perfect,  ib. ;  the  train 
of  thought  subject  to  laws,  428;  this  illus- 
trated by  Hobbes,  ib. ;  the  expression  train, 
of  thought  includes  the  phenomena  of  Cog- 
nition, Feeling,  and  Conation,  429;  is  there 
any  law  besides  that  of  simple  connection 
which  regulates  this  train?  ib.;  the  point 
on  which  philosophers  differ,  and  question 
to  be  considered,  ib. ;  conditions  of  Repro- 
duction as  generalized  by  philosophers,— 
in  all  seven,  ib. ;  notice  of  opinions  of  phi- 
losophers on  laws  of  Association,  490;  Aris- 
totle reduces  the  laws  of  Association  to 
three,  and  implicitly  to  one,  ib.;  St.  Au- 
gustin  explicitly  reduces  these  laws  to  one, 
which  the  author  calls  the  law  of  Redin- 
tegration, ib.;  opinions  of  Mslebranohe, 
Wolf,  Bilfinger,  Hume,  Gerard,  Seattle, 
Stewart,  Brown,  noticed,  ib  ;  the  laws  enu- 
merated admit  of  reduction  to  two,  and 
these  two  again  to  one  grand  law,  431;  the 
influence  of  the  special  laws  as  associating 
principles  illustrated,  432  et  seq.;  I.  the  law 
of  Simultaneity,  ib. ;  II.  The  law  of  Affinity, 
its  subordinate  applications,  —  1.  Resem- 
blance, ft. ;  2  Contrariety,  488;  8.  Contigu- 
ity, 484;  4.  Whole  and  Parts,  ib.;  5.  Cause 
and  Effect,  485;  Simultaneity  and  Affinity 
resolvable  Into  the  one  grand  law  of  Redin- 
tegration, 486;  no  legitimate  presumption 
against  the  truth  of  the  law  of  Redintegra- 
tion If  found  inexplicable,  486;  U.  Sohmid 
quoted,  488;  attempted  illustration  of  the 
ground  on  which  this  law  reposes,  from  the 
unity  of  the  subject  of  tlie  mental  energies, 
487;  the  laws  of  Simultaneity  and  Affinity 
explicable  on  the  same  principle,  488; 
thoughts  apparently  unassoeiated  seem  to 
follow  each  other  immediately,  489;  two 
modes  of  explication  adopted  by  philoso- 
phers, 440;  to  be  explained  on  the  principle 
of  latent  modifications,  ib.;  the  counter 
solution  untenable,  »*.,  see  also  244,  246-6, 
258,347;  Reproductive  Faculty  divided  iulo 
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two,— Spontaneous  Suggestion  and  Remi- 
niscence, 276,  441;  what  Reminiscence  in- 
volves, ib. ;  St  Augustin's  analysis  of  Reml- 
sisoence,— its  condition  the  law  of  Totality, 
442;  Cardaillac  quoted,  448—40;  defect  in 
the  analysis  of  Memory  and  Reproduction 
by  psychologists,  443;  element  in  the  phe- 
nomena, which  the  oommon  theory  fails  to 
explain,  444;  conditions  under  which  Remi- 
niscence is  determined  to  exertion,  446;  re- 
lations of  our  thoughts  among  themselves 
and  with  the  determining  circumstances 
of  the  moment,  448;  general  conclusions, 
^thoughts  awakened  not  only  in  succes- 
sion but  simultaneously,  449 ;  of  these  some 
only  become  objects  of  dear  conscious- 
ness, ib. 

Retention,  see  Conservative  Faculty. 

Reverie,  an  effect  of  Imagination  deter- 
mined by  Association,  467. 

Rhvtobic,  why  usually  designated  an  art, 
83 

RlCHARDUS,  292. 

Richter,  Jean  Paul,  9. 

RrrrxR,  118.  • 

Rixnkr,  683. 

Roell,  on  Descartes'  doctrine  of  Perception, 

801. 
Robe,  VaL,  86. 
Rousseau,  498. 
Xoybr-Collabd,  recommended  the  Scottish 

Philosophy  in  France,  614. 
Ruhnkenius,  420, 422. 
Rush,  Dr.,  case  of  mental  latency  given  by, 

287. 

Sanscrit,  expresses  syntactical  relations  by 
flexion,  175. 

Scalioer  (Joseph  Justus),  180,  see  Abstrac- 
tion; 418,  see  Conservative  Faculty;  his 
great  memory,  ib. 

Sc auger  (Julius  Catsar),  -98,  216,  271;  on 
Touch,  281,  876,  418,  see  Conservative  Fac- 
ulty; bis  curiosity  regarding  Reminiscence, 
•428, 500,  see  Language. 

Schrtblsr,  85,  88. 

Scheidler,  85, 46, 109, 570. 

Sch  slung,  referred  to,  5;  on  definition  of 
philosophy,  86,  202. 

Schiller,  quoted,  62. 

SOHLEIERIIACHER,  118. 

Scrmto,  H  ,  96, 252, 414, 429, 481 ;  quoted,  489, 
see  Reproductive  Faculty. 

Scholastic  philosophy,  76;  great  majority 
of  schoolmen  held  doctrine  of  species,  292; 
certain  of  distinguished  Perception  from 
Sensation,  884;  regarded  excitation  of  the 
species  with  peculiar  wonder,  427;  ques- 
tion with,  whether  God  the  only  efficient 
cause,  642. 

Sohulzx  (G.  £.),  262,849,  859,  860,  670.  See 
Feelings. 


Schwab,  646. 

Science,  application  of  the  term,  81.  See 
Art. 

Sootists,  272. 

Scotus  (Duns),  9;  see  Knowledge;  his  doc- 
trine of  reflection,  168, 176;  his  doctrine  of 
mental  powers,  271, 292, 816. 

Secondary  Qualities  of  matter,  see  Primary. 

Sscundus,  Joannes,  quoted,  889. 

Self,  see  Ego. 

Self-Consciousness,  faculty  of,  a  branch 
of  the  Presentative  Faculty,  400;  philoso- 
phers less  divided  in  opinion  touching, 
than  in  regard  to  Perception,  ib.;  con- 
trasted with  Perception,  their  fundamen- 
tal forms,  401  et  seq.;  its  sphere,  402;  two 
modes  of  dealing  with  the  phenomena 
given  in,  ib.,  et  seq.;  corresponds  with  the 
Reflection  of  Locke,  404;  the  mere  admis- 
sion of  a  faculty  of,  of  no  import  in  deter- 
mining the  anti-sensual  character  of  a  phi- 
losophy, 410. 

Self-Love,  an  enemy  to  philosophical  pro- 
gress, 66. 

Seneca  (L.  A.),  85, 69;  on  division  of  philoso- 
phy, 78,  80,  291,  686;  his  tragedies  quoted, 
446,  606,  609. 

Seneca  (M.  Aj,  426. 

Sensation,  see  Perception. 

Sensations,  see  Feelings. 

Sxntih ents,  see  Feelings. 

Sergeant,  41,  64;  paradoxically  accepted 
the  duality  of  consciousness,  208,  881, 853; 
his  view  of  Locke's  doctrine  of  Perception, 
807. 

'S  Gratbsande,  812, 646. 

Shame,  632. 

Shakspeare,  quoted,  889;  on  Resemblance 
as  principle  of  Association,  432,  467. 

Shenstone,  quoted,  607. 

Sight,  sense  of,  two  counter  questions  re- 
garding sphere  of,  879  et  seq.;  —  \.  Does 
vision  afford  us  a  primary  knowledge  of 
extension?  ib.y  et  seq.;  color  the  proper  ob- 
ject of,  ib.;  Berkeley  the  first  to  deny  that 
extension  object  of,  ib. ;  this  also  denied  by 
others,  ib.,  et  seq. ;  the  perception  of  exten- 
sion necessarily  given  in  the  perception  of 
colors.  883, 886;  proof  that  Sight  is  cogni- 
zant of  extension,  886;  the  sense  by  pre- 
eminence competent  fo  the  perception  of 
extension,  886;  D'Alembert  quoted  in  sup- 
port of  foregoing  view,  888;  2.  Is  Sight 
exclusively  the  sense  which  affords  us  a 
knowledge  of  extension,  or  does  it  afford 
this  knowledge  only  in  conjunction  with 
Touch?  889  et  seq.;  the  former  alternative 
maintained  by  Platner,  ib.,  et  seq  ;  phe- 
nomena that  favor  Platner's  doctrine,  891; 
supported  also  by  Chepelden's  case  of  couch- 
ing, 392  et  seq.  •  the  author  professes  no  de- 
cided opinion  on  the  question,  393;  3.  How 
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do  we  obtain  our  knowledge  of  Visual  Dis- 
tance? &.,  et  seg.;  visual  distance,  beiore 
Berkeley,  regarded  as  an  original  percep- 
tion, ib. ;  circumstances  which  assist  ns  in 
forming  oar  judgment  respecting  visual 
distance,  on  what  dependent,  894;  Berke- 
ley's doctrine  thrown  into  doubt  by  the 
analogy  of  the  lower  animals,  886;  Adam 
Smith  quoted  to  this  effect,  ib. 

Siuplicius,  his  employment  of  owaxa&rivis, 
186-6;  on  Touch,  876. 

Simon  Simonius,  referred  to  on  Aristotle's 
doctrine  of  species,  298,  447. 

Sims,  his  mistaken  criticism  of  the  author's 
results  of  experiments  on  weight  of  the 
brain,  661. 

Sinuses,  Frontal,  their  nature  and  relations, 
654,  662;  their  bearing  on  the  doctrines  of 
Phrenology,  664-6,  662  et  seq.;  nature  and 
effect  of,  667-8 ;  indication  of,  668 ;  frequency 
of,  669—671;  extent  of,  672;  table  exhibit- 
ing their  variable  extent  and  unappreoia- 
ble  impediment  in  a  phrenological  relation, 
676. 

8i*8abTj  distinguished  Perception  from  Sen- 
sation, 884. 

Skill,  games  of,  617.    See  Feelings. 

Sloth,  subjugation  of,  practical  condition 
of  philosophy,  57,  66. 

Smith,  Adam,  referred  to  on  wonder  as  cause 
of  philosophy,  56;  on  object  of  Perception, 
874, 377, 398, 896,  see  Sight;  quoted  on  nom- 
inalism, 477,  494,  see  Language. 

Socrates,  probably  the  first  to  familiarize 
the  term  philosopher.  84,  see  Philosophy ;  on 
conditions  of  self-knowledge,  67,  75,  178, 
see  Attention. 

Somnambulism,  consciousness  without  mem- 
ory the  characteristic  of,  228;  the  want  of 
memory  in  our  visions  in  sleep  does  not 
prove  them  to  have  been  somnambulic.  224; 
an  effect  of  imagination  determined  by  as- 
sociation, 458,  460. 

Sophists,  the,  noticed,  84,  75. 

Sorbiere,  808. 

Sosic rates,  referred  to,  88. 

Spa  ex,  known  a  priori,  extension,  a  posteriori, 
846;  a  form  of  the  faculty  of  Perception, 
401 ;  if  ppace  be  a  necessary  form  of  thought, 
is  the  mind  itself  extended?  402,  626,  see 
Regulative  Faculty. 

Species,  opinions  regarding,  291  et  seq.,  see 
Aristotle  and  Aristotelians. 

Spinoza,  regarded  faculty  of  knowledge  as 
the  fundamental  power  of  mind,  129,  616, 
see  Regulative  Faculty. 

Spirit,  term  objectionable  as  applied  to 
mind,  94;  corresponding  terms  in  other 
languages,  ib. 

Spurzheim,  how  he  met  the  objections  to 
Phrenology  from  the  existence  and  extent 
of  the  Frontal  Sinuses,  654. 


Stalls  Auir,  218, 290. 

State,  what,  106. 

Statius,  quoted,  606. 

Stbeb,  180. 

Steihbart,  498,  see  Language. 

Stewart  (Dugald),  64, 94, 96;  referred  to  on 
Descartes'  doctrine  of  Substance,  108;  gives 
no  special  account  of  Consciousness,  181; 
does  not  allow  that  all  immediate  knowl- 
edge is  consciousness,  140;  holds  conscious- 
ness to  be  a  special  faculty;  146,  see  Reld; 
maintains  that  Attention  and  Reflection 
are  acts  not  contained  in  consciousness, 
160;  misrepresents  Reid's  doctrine  of  the 
meaning  and  difference  of  Attention  and 
Reflection,  161;  his  oversight  in  regard  to 
discussion  of  Attention,  162;  quoted  on  the 
question  as  to  whether  we  can  attend  to 
more  than  a  single  object  at  once,  165— 167 ; 
his  doctrine  on  this  subject  criticised,  166; 
bfa  excellent  observations  on  the  practical 
bearings  of  Attention,  182;  confounds  the 
two  degrees  of  the  evidence  of  conscious- 

'  ness,  189;  maintained  that  God  is  the  only 
real  agent  in  the*  universe,  210;  his  expla- 
nation of  an  anomalous  phenomena  of 
Association,  246  et  seq. ;  difficulties  of  bis 
theory  on  this  point,  246;  quoted  against 
the  mechanical  theory  of  habit,  248  et  seq. ; 
his  own  theory  on  this  point  refuted,  260; 
denies  that  the  faculties  of  the  mind  are* 
independent  existences,  268;  his  distinction 
of  the  qualities  of  matter,  846;  quoted  to 
the  eflect  that  we  first  obtain  a  knowledge 
of  the  parts  of  the  object  in  Perception, 
866  et  seq  ;  maintained  that  extension  is  not 
an  object  of  Sight,  868;  quoted,  401,  see 
Locke;  406,  see  Uassendi;  his  great  mem- 
ory, 426;  his  chapter  on  memory  in  Be- 
menu  recommended,  427,  429;  on  laws  of 
Association,  480;  quoted  on  law  of  Simul- 
taneity, 481;  quoted  on  terms  abstract  and 
general,  474;  a  Nominalist,  476;  quoted  on 
Nominalism,  484,  494,  see  Language;  624, 
see  Regulative  Faculty,  641. 

Stoics,  borrowed  their  division  of  philoso- 
phy from  Seneca,  79. 

Sturm,  J.  C.  119, 641, 642. 

Strigxlius,  Victorinus,  108, 618. 

SUABEDissEir,  414,  see  Conservative  Faculty. 

Suarex,  brought  into  use  the  term  injbetus, 
213;  his  definition  of  a  cause,  ib. 

Subject,  of  a  proposition,  see  Elaborative 
Faculty. 

Subject,  2.  Substratum,  what,  96, 104;  con- 
scious subject  what,  110;  use  of  the  term 
subject  vindicated,  HI ;  terms  subject  and 
object,  their  origin  and  meaning,  HI,  112; 
errors  arising  from  want  of  these  terms,  112. 

Subjective,  see  Subject 

Sublimk,  see  Feelings. 

Substance,  the  meaning  of,  104, 107;  philcs- 
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ophen  have  Allen  into  three  errors  regard- 
ing, 108;  law  of,  682. 

SUBSTABTIALISH,  tee  ConSOloilSnCSS. 

Substratum,  see  Subject. 

Sulzer,  262,  680;  on  pleasure,  686,  see  Feel- 
ings. 

Siu'ahrdip'if,  used  as  equivalent  to  conscious- 
ness, 138;  its  pioper  meaning,  ib. ;  employed 
by  Froclus,  Flotinus,  Simplkius,  Hieroeles, 
Sextus  Emplrious,  Michael  Ephesius,  Plu- 
tarch, ib. 

Zw*faii*is>  how  employed,  188. 

2vv*-r(yrt#ris,  how  employed,  188. 

Syllogism,  in  thought  one  simultaneous  act, 
176,  tee  Elaboratlve  Faculty. 

Sympathy,  882 

Syxesius,  quoted  on  mental  powers,  270. 

Syhthksis,  what,  69.  Set  Analysis  and  Phi- 
losophy. 

Syetustical  Judgment,  what,  681. 

System,  tee  Philosophy. 

Tacitus,  quoted,  688. 

Taste,  Judgments  of;  what,  624;  either  Pure 
or  Mixed.  628.    See  Feelings. 

Tedium  or  Ennui,  tee  Feelings. 

Txlbsius,  quoted  an  reduction  of  Senses  to 
Touch,  874, 

Teller,  816, 484. 

TmnncMANW,  referred  to  on  definition  of  phi- 
losophy, 86, 202, 210, 272, 686, 660. 

Tertulliax.  his  use  of  eonscientiay  186 ; 
quoted  on  mental  powers,  270, 618. 

Tetbes,418. 

Thaler,  66,  74. 

Trsmibtius,  110;  referred  to  on  Aristotle's 
doctrine  of  species,  286;  quoted  on  Touch, 
876. 

Themistocles,  his  great  memory,  426. 

Theology,  presupposes  a  knowledge  of  mind, 
44.     flee  Deity. 

Theofbrastus,  40. 

Theoretical  and  Practical  Philosophy,  his- 
tory of  the  distinction,  70,  121;  identical 
with  division  into  Physical  and  Ethical,  80; 
unsound,  ib. ;  universality  of,  TVetseq.  See 
Philosophy. 

Theoretical,  ue  Theory. 

Theory,  abuse  of  the  term  by  English  writers, 
120;  theory  and  practice  distinguished,  120. 

Thomas,  St.,  ue  Aquinas. 

Thomasius,  Christian,  618. 

Thought,  Laws  of,  670.  See  Regulative  Fac- 
ulty. 

Thought  Proper,  see  Elaboratlve  Faculty. 

Thurot,  266. 

Ttedsmann  (Dietrich),  168, 878. 

Tlkdrmahv  (Friedrich),  referred  to  in  regard 
to  weight  of  brain,  661. 

Time,  a  form  of  thought,  628, 648.  See  Reg- 
ulative Faculty. 

Ttttel,  488.    See  Language. 


Tolahd,  618. 

Tolbtus,  272, 498.    See  Language. 

Touch,  sense  of,  two  problems  under,  874  et 
teq  ;—l  May  all  the  Senses  be  analyzed 
into  Touch?  ib.,etseq. ;  in  what  respect  the 
affirmative  of  this  question  correct,  ib. ;  does 
Touch  comprehend  a  plurality  of  Senses? 
876  et  teq. ;  affirmative  maintained  by  the 
author,  ib. ;  historical  notices  of  this  prob- 
lem, &.,  et  $eq. ;  Touch  to  be  divided  from 
sensible  feeling,  reasons  ;  —  1.  From  the 
analogy  of  the  special  senses,  877;  2.  From 
the  different  quality  of  the  perceptions  and 
sensations  themselves,  878;  special  sense  of, 
its  sphere  and  organ,  ib. ;  its  proper  organ 
requires,  as  condition  of  its  exercise,  the 
movement  of  the  voluntary  muscles,  879. 
See  Sight. 

Toussaint,  179. 

Tralles,  262. 

Trend  i  len  berg,  104, 124. 

Tribmegistus,  Hermes  (the  mythical),  quoted 
on  mental  powers,  271;  his  definition  of  the 
Deity,  887. 

Troxubr,  466. 

Tucker,  Abraham,  177, 262, 807. 

Turcot,  497.    See  Language. 

Tyriub,  Maximus,  quoted  on  Plato's  doctrine 
of  relation  of  mind  to  body,  218. 

TZetzss,  referred  to  on  definitions  of  philos- 
ophy, 86. 

Ultimate  Cause,  synonymous  with  First 
Cause,  42. 

Dbtty,  love  of,  an  efficient  cause  of  philoso- 
phy,47;  perception,  imagination,  judgment, 
etc,  unifying  acts,  47-8;  testimonies  to,— 
Anaxagoras,  the  Platonists,  Leibnitz,  Kant, 
Plato,  Plotinus,  Aristotle,  Augustln,  40-8; 
a  guiding  principle  of  philosophy,  49;  a 
source  of  error,  60 ;  influence  of  precon- 
ceived opinions  reducible  to,  62;  all  lan- 
guages express  the  mental  operations  by 
words  which  denote  a  reduction  of  the 
many  to  the  one,  48. 

UinYERsrnss,  their  principal  and  proper 
end,  10. 

TroVrcuri*,  106, 106.    See  Substance. 

Useful,  tee  Utility  and  Ends. 

Utility  of  two  kinds,— Absolute  and  Rela- 
tive, 2, 16;  the  useful,  what,  8, 16. 622;  util- 
ity higher  and  lower,  3;  comparative  utility 
of  human  sciences,  how  to  be  estimated,  4, 
16;  misapplication  of  the  term  useful,  6; 
true  criterion  of  the  utility  of  soiences,  16; 
utility  of  sciences  differently  estimated  in 
ancient  and  modern  times.  16. 

Valerius  Maximus,  180. 
Vahity,  682. 
Varho,  quoted,  868. 
Yerri,  on  pleasure,  688. 
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Vico,  618. 

VlITA,  180. 

Virgil,  quoted,  47, 97, 460, 679. 

Visit  a  l  Distance,  see  Sight. 

Vital  Sense,  Senates  Fagus,  synonyms  of,  877; 
sensations  belonging  to,  614.  See  Kant  and 
Leidenfrost. 

Vives  (Lndovicus),  498,  tee  Language ;  on 
pleasure,  690. 

Volt  a  i  be,  his  illustration  of  the  relativity 
of  human  knowledge,  101 ;  first  recom- 
mended the  doctrines  of  Locke  to  his  coun- 
trymen, 876, 644. 

Walch,  646. 

Watts  (Dr. ),  his  doctrine  of  substance,  108. 

Weiss,  86, 664. 

Wenzel,  36. 

Wbbeotblb  (S.),  quoted,  186. 

Whatelt  (Archbishop),  82, 476. 

Whole,  different  kinds  of,  609. 

Will  distinguished  from  Desire,  128.    See 

Conation  and  Liberty. 
Willis,  his  attribution  of  mental  functions 

to  different  parts  of  the  nervous  system, 

660. 
WiLSoir  (Prof.  John),  quoted  on  Brown's 

doctrine  of  Causality,  687. 
Wit,  680.    See  Feelings. 


Wolf,  referred  to  on  definition  of  philoso- 
phy, 86,  41 ;  regarded  faculty  of  knowledge 
as  the  fundamental  power  of  mind,  129; 
quoted  on  Reflection,  161;  held  hypothesis 
of  Preestablished  Harmony,  206;  coincides 
with  Leibnitz  on  the  question  of  the  con- 
tinual  consciousness  of  the  mind,  221,  271, 
480,  see  Reproductive  Faculty;  447, 618;  at- 
tempted to  demonstrate  the  law  of  Suffi- 
cient Reason  from  that  of  Contradiction, 
546, 692,  see  Feelings. 

Wonder,  an  auxiliary  cause  of  philosophy, 
64;  testimonies  to  its  influence,— Plato, 
Aristotle,  Plutarch,  Bacon,  Adam  Smith, 
66;  affords  an  explanation  of  the  order  in 
which  objects  studied,  66. 

Youwo  (Dr.  John),  876;  his  general  coinci- 
dence with  the  doctrines  of  Dr.  Thomas 
Brown,  881- 

Toubq  (Dr.  Thomas),  872. 

Zabarblla  (Jacob),  68, 272;  referred  to,  on 
Aristotle's  doctrine  of  species,  292,601, 611, 

Zedlsr'8  Lezikon,  214,  646. 

Zemo,  the  Eleatio,  arguments  of  against  mo- 
tion, 680, 

ZwnrQLi,61. 


THE  END. 
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